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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Noy Too soon, the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council 
has been strengthened, as to Indian cases, by the appointment, 
as a member of the Committee, of Sir ANDREW Ricuarp Scosxz, 
K.C., who was Legal Member of Council in India between 
1892 and 1900; and, as to cases from Ceylon, by the appoint- 
ment of Sir Joun Winrietp Bonssr, the late Chief Justice of 
that island. 


Mr. Justice Farweut, who was obviously ill on Tuesday, 
but manfully went on with the hearing of cases, has since that 
day been obliged to absent himself from the courts. He is, we 
understand, suffering from a severe cold, accompanied with high 
temperature. Mr. Justice Swivrzn Eapy has arranged to take 
his urgent motions on Friday and his short causes and petitions 
on Saturday. 


TERE can be little doubt as to the wisdom of the resolution 
which was passed at the meeting of the Incorporated Law 
Society last week to alter and enlarge the society’s buildings, 
and it may be hoped that, both in point of architectural effect 
and of convenience of ent and economy of space, 
the new buildings will be a contrast to the present premises. 
The es of the President and Mr. Ezerr give a 
sufficient outline of the pro , and it does not seem worth 
while to repeat them. en we know more details as 
to the plans, we shall be able to judge how far the new 
buildings will add to the convenience of members. There 
is one point, however, on which we are glad to see Mr. Exterr 
touched—namely, the proposed refreshment arrangements. It 
appears that there is to be a subscription room in the nature of 
a club, and also a refreshment room open to all members. 
It these rooms are—as Mr. Exxzrr says they are to be— 
“ equally convenient and comfortable,” there seems to be no 
great objection to the proposal, but it is a matter of much 
importance that every member of the society should have a 
‘‘common room” in which he can obtain, not merely the so- 
called “ light refreshments,” but a substantial lunch. 
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Tue necent Parliamentary Paper on the establish- 
ment of a Final Court of Oolonial Appeal shews that the 
somewhat ambitious plans which the Government has entertained 
with respect toa Final Court of Appeal for the Empire have come 
to nothing. More than a year ago it was announced that the 
Government were “‘ considering the terms of'a Bill for enhancing 
the dignity and promoting the efficiency of the Judicial Com- 
mittee, by st amalgamating it with the House of Lords, 
and providing for adequate permanent representation of the 
Colonies in a new court which it is proposed to create”; and the 
King’s Speech this year promised a measure for carrying 
out changes in the Final Court of Appeal which were 
said to be rendered necessary by the increased resort to 
it resulting from the expansion of the Empire. But the 
Government resolved not to proceed with the scheme unless 
@ measure could be devised having practically the unanimous 
support of the colonies, and it was hoped that the conference 
summoned in the summer might secure this unanimity. 
The result, however, has been, as Mr. CHAMBERLAIN states 
in a circular letter to the Colonial governors, to shew that 
the majority of the delegates were satisfied with the 
existing system, and that no desire for any far-reaching 
alteration in the present tribunal exists. Possibly it would 
have been different had a strong scheme been put forward here. 
It rather looks as though the initiative had been left to the 
delegates. But however this may be, a very promising 
re-constitution of the House of Lords and the Judicial 
Committee disappears from the region of practical politics. 





Ir wit be a matter of pain to every well-regulated mind 
that at least twice—to judge from the report in the 7imes—the 
solemn proceedings of the Court of Claims on Wednesday were 
dissolved in laughter. Ina leading article the same journal 
discourses in a superior way upon the subtle significance of the 
services in r of which claims are made, and we are told 
that, “ intelligently regarded, the proceedings of yesterday bring 
back, as no picture or record ean, the old order of things, the old 
idea of the Monarchy and the Coronation,” and so on and so on. 
But however impressive may be a coronation as shadowed forth 
to a wondering public in the columns of the leading journal of 
the age, the actuality of the preparatory details tend, we note 
with regret, to the ridiculous, The Earl of Erroxz is to walk 
at the Coronation as Lord High Constable of Scotland and 
to have a silver baton tipped with gold at each end, but 
who is to pay for it the court, amid laughter, leave 
undecided. Other matters were well calculated to receive 
the same treatment, but they were ruled out of court almost 
too quickly to give time for a smile. There is, it seems, 
to be no banquet, and hence it was futile to discuss who 
shall be Chief Larderer, or Chief Butler; and the Hereditary 
Armour-bearer and the Bow-bearer were just as summarily dis- 
missed. The barons of the Cinque Ports are held entitled to 
make themselves resplendent in crimson satin and bear the 
canopies over the King and Queen—provided there are ies 
to be borne. All very amusing, and possibly just a little 

” . But whether it is worth while to interrupt serious 
business for the sake of adjudicating upon shese antiquarian 
trivialities, may be doubted. 





Arakt rxox the opinions of those who resent its existence, the 
, a8 our ence columns shew, is becoming 
of a good deal of hostile criticism from those who 
have ence of its methods. A well-known solicitor lately 
received from the office a land certificate which informed him 
that certain leasehold property, in which he was interested, was 
held under a sub-lease, and was held with other property. 
Neither of these statements was in fact correct. On inquiry, 
the explanation vouchsafed by the officials was that the 
obnoxious words were part of a printed form, and ought 
to bave been struck out, as they said, by the solicitor. 
These words do occur in the new printed form, and 
constitute the difference between that and the old form, it 
being 7 yey considered by the official mind that 

is a matter of difficulty to strike out what is unnecessary 
than to insert words which the circumstances of the case may 


2 


= 


require. A from the question as to who should ages the 
alteration of the official form, weshould have thought that the 
attention of those who have become accustomed to the old form 
should have been in some way attracted to the change. In the 
present case no great harm was done. But facilities are 
particularly offered to laymen to transact their business with the 
office without the intervention of legal assistance. Should such 
a course be generally adopted, it is to be hoped that these 
mistakes will be, at any rate, less frequent. If undetected—and 4 
layman will hardly discover them with greater ease than a 
solicitor—very serious difficulties will be placed in the way of 
any future dealing with property so misdescribed. The 
attention of inexperienced persons is, as a rule, chiefly directed 
to blanks in an official form, and not to the consideration of 
words which it may become necessary to remove. In any case 
some warning of the change of the form should be given to 
those, whether solicitors or others, who transact business with 
the Land Registry. 





In us interesting and learned judgment in the Truro oyster 
fishery case (Zruro Corporation v. Rowe, 1901, 2 K. B. 870) 
Wu1s, J., made some important observations with respect to 
the power of a municipal corporation to take a lease of land, 
The lease to the corporation, the validity of which was impugned 
in that case, was for fourteen years only, The suggestion was 
that the holding of such a lease by the corporation was 
contrary both to the Mortmain Acts and to the Municipal 
Corporations Act, 1882. The former objection was easily 
disposed of by the learned judge; a lease for a long 
term is no doubt within the Mortmain Acts, but leases for 
short terms have repeatedly been held to be outside those 
statutes; in one case a lease for as long as ninety-nine years 
was held to be exempt: see Cotton’s case (Godb. 192), Hemming 
v. Brabason (Sir O. Bridgman, at p. 7). The second objection was 
more formidable. Under section 107 of the Act of 1882 (as 
amended by the Local Government Act, 1888, s. 72), a corpora- 
tion which -has not power to acquire land or hold land in 
mortmain may purchase or acquire and hold land subject to the 
approval of the Government Board. There is here, no doubt, 
an implied prohibition against the acquisition of land without such 
approval, and there had been no application for approval in the 
Truro case. The learned judge, however, considered it clear that 
the implied prohibition only extended to the acquisition of such 
interests in land as would be within the Mortmain Acts, and did 
not prevent the holding of a short leasehold interest. In this 
connection it may be noticed that in the enactments relating to 
the acquisition of land by district and county councils (Public 
Health Act, 1875, s. 175; Local Government Act, 1888, 
s. 65) an express power to “take on lease” is added to the 
power to purchase or acquire. The expenditure of a municipal 
corporation must, however, be limited to the objects prescribed 
by the Act of 1882, and the rent under a lease could not be paid 
out of the borough fund except in pursuance of a statutory 
power; this, of course, provides a very practical restraint on the 
power to accept a lease. In the Zruro case the learned judge 
(although deciding against the claim of the corporation in 
action) held that the taking of the lease was justified by aa 
implied power contained in an Act confirming an order of the 
Board of Trade under the Sea Fisheries Act, 1868, for the 
regulation of an oyster fishery by the corporation. 





Tere can be little doubt that the right of hundreds of men 
to vote for a member of Parliament is affected by the decision of 
the King’s Bench Division in the recent case of Hall v. Michelmort 
(reported ante, p. 70). The facts proved reveal a very commot 
state of things. The ae lived with his wife and fawily 
in a house which was the separate property of the wife. The 
appellant, however, was the sole “ breadwinner” of the family; 
he paid all rates and taxes, and was the owner of all 
furniture in the house, while the wife had no means of suppott 
other than the ownership of the house. The wife’s name ap 
on the rate-book as the owner, and the appellant’s as the occupie® 
Now, the right of an occupier to vote depends, as far asthe 





eople Act, 1867, which entitles every man to vote who ha 
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we is concerned, on section 8 (2) of the Representation of thé 
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‘uring the qualifying period “‘ been an inhabitant occupier, as 
owner or tenant, of any dwelling-house.” No one, , is 
entitled to be registered under this section, even though he be the 
jnbabitant occupier, unless he is also in occupation either as 
owner or as tenant. If the occupier is not the owner, he must 
shew that he — under some form of tenancy recognized by 
thelaw. Thus it has been held that a tenancy at will is sufficient, 
also that a tenancy by sufferance is sufficient. In the recent 
case, however, the appellant was not able to prove any sort of 
tenancy agreement between his wife and himself, nor that he 
had ever paid rent to his wife. The court, therefore, dismissed 
theappeal and decided that the appellant was not entitled to 
have Ne name on the register. Almost the same point was 
decided by the High Court two years in Loveridge 
y. Gardom, Gillo’s case (Smith’s Reg. Oas. 1, 186). There 
it was shewn that a claimant lived in a house with his 
wife and family and his mother. The mother was the 
owner of the house, but she had no other property what- 
ever, and was supported by her son, who was the ‘“‘ bread- 
winner,’ and paid all rates and taxes and all expenses of 
maintaining the home. The mother’s name was on the rate- 
book as owner and occupier. The court decided against the 
daimant’s right to be on the register, and it was suggested that 
the position of occupying tenant claimed by the son was legally 
incompatible with a concurrent occupation as owner by the 
mother. These cases are clearly good law, but at the same time 
they are as certainly hard cases. It is most unjust that 
aman in the position of either of the men in question 
should not be able to exercise the full rights of a citizen, and 
the Legislature might well interfere to put matters right. By 
alittle arrangement, however, the difficulty may be got over. 
In either of such cases the man may make a tenancy agreement 
with his wife or his mother, that he shall occupy as tenant at 
a nominal rent and in consideration of paying the rates and 
taxes. Alternatively, when the house is the property of the 
nother, the son may under such circumstances generally obtain 
avoteas her lodger. Men ought not, however, to be obliged 
tohave recourse to even such harmless subterfuges to obtain a 
vote, 

IntHE cask oF Brooks, Jenkins, & Co. v. Mayor, §c., of Torquay, 
on the 3rd inst., Waxron, J., had to determine a variety of inter- 
esting questions arising upon a claim by a firm of solicitors and 





parliamentary agents for payment of their costs in relation to the | unfo 


opposition of a district council to a provisional order of the Local 
Government Board for the extension of the boundaries of a 
borough and the Act confirming the same. The order had been 
made and confirmed by Parliament, and one of its effects was 
that the whole of the Oockington district became absorbed 
partly in the borough of Torquay, and partly in the Newton 
Abbot rural district, and the liabilities of the defunct 
Cockington council became transferred to the Torquay 
ad Newton Abbot councils (the defendants to the action) 
in shares to be agreed or settled by arbitration under 
the Local Government Act, 1888. The question at 
isue was whether these costs constituted a liability so 
transferred. The plaintiffs had been retained by resolutions of 
the Cockington council, but the retainers were not, in the first 
imstance, under seal. After a portion of the costs had been 
ineurred, the seal of the council was affixed to the origi 
molutions. It is questionable whether a retainer involving 
‘sts of an uncertain amount must be treated as a contract 
whereof the value or amount exceeds £50,” and therefore 
Tequiring the seal of the local authority under the Public Health 
Act, 1875, s. 174 (1). A contract falling within this section 
cannot be sued on if not under seal, although the authority have 
had the full benefit of it: Young v. Leamington (Mayor, §0., of) 
(8 App. Cas. 517). On the other hand it is not ultra vires of the 
tha 7” pay the sum due under such a contract: Reg. v. Prest 
(16 Q, - 82), Bournemouth Commissioners v. Watts (14 Q. B. D. 
1), Having regard to the last-mentioned cases, Watton, J., 
i (while not deciding whethsr the case fell within 
174 or not) that the Oockington council could, by 
. is sealing the original retainers, bind themselves as 
the costs incurred before, as well as those inourred after, 
tal was affixed. A further ground of defence rested 


| 





upon the fact that the Oockington council had entered upon the 
opposition without complying with the requirements of the 
Borough Funds Act, 1872, This Act, however, contains a 
saving clause (8) in favour of rights and powers given to a 
governing body heey past and future, and section 298 of 
the Public Health Act, 1875, enables a local authofity to pay 
the costs of promoting or opposing provisional orders made in 
— of that Act, a power which the learned judge readily 

eld to extend to the promotion or opposition of a Bill to confirm 
such an order. The order in the present case was made under sec- 
tion 54 of the Local Government Act, 1888, with which (by section 
87 (2) ) section 298 of the Act of 1875 is incorporated. The result 
was that the Cockington council were held entitled to enter upon 
their opposition without following the ure of the Borough 
Funds and that their liability for the costs had been trans- 
ferred to the defendant authorities. A further point of great 
interest was raised, but not decided—viz., whether such a local 
authority as a district council can, without statutory 
power, enter upon Parliamentary opposition in a case where its 
own existence is threatened. A municipal borough possessed of 
corporate property has no doubt such a power of self-defence, 
(Attorney-General v. Mayor of Brecon, 10 Oh. D. 204); but in 
view of the decision in Leith Council v. Leith Commissioners 
(1899, A. O. 508), it would be difficult to establish that such a 
power exists in the case of a body created by statute for a 
ae tn purpose and possessing only funds acquired for the 

ischarge of its statutory duties. 





Aw action tried before Mr. Justice RDIE last week, in which 
the plaintiff sought to recover for slander, and the 
defendant pleaded a justification, lasted three days, and ended 
in the jury being unable to agree upon a verdict. We have no 
materials for forming any opinion upon the merits of the 
particular case, but we feel bound to say that nothing can be 
more unsatisfactory than such a termination of a protracted and 
expensive trial. If we assume that the plaintiff, in a case 
where the jury are discharged without giving a verdict, had 
good cause for commencing his action, he is practically obliged 
to bring the case to a fresh trial, though he can ill afford the 
cost which he has already incurred. If, on the other hand, the 
defendant had good cause for setting up a justification, he is 
put to double in i his defence to an 
unded claim. Trials in which the jury are unable to agree 
upon a verdict are tolerably frequent, both at Nici Prius and 
in criminal, probate, and divorce cases. The jury laws of 
Scotland make some attempt to avoid such a disagreement by 
accepting the verdict of a majority, and by allowing the jury 
in criminal cases to find the charge “not proven.” Such a 
verdict, however, leaves the question of guilt or innocence 
undecided, and in the case of an allows him to 

free without clearing his character. So long as it is essential 
in England that the jury shall be unanimous, we see little 
prospect of any diminution in the number of cases where the 
qury are unable to agree. But we do not hear of any project 
or assimilating the laws of England and Scotland wit! 
to trial by jury, annie i = 
disagreement is not an argument against trial by jury in 
cases. Ifa civil cause is tried b a judge without a jury, the 
judge must give some sort of decision, however difficult the 
case, and however great the responsibility. In the case of 
an action of slander, with a plea of justification, he might 
either find the justification proved, or he might find that 
it was not proved, but having regard to the circum- 
stances of the case, he might decline to award substactial 
damages. In a case whi 
conspicuous ity and wide 
Hannan (Burgoine v. Moordof, 8 P. 
executor to establish a will, with issues raising the question 
whether the will was obtained by undue influence—it appeared 
that the action had been twice tried by a special jury, and in 
each case the jury had disagreed and ——— 
—— pen ole Seen — be tried b 
a ju without a jury, Court of Appeal enti 
a of hia decision, It may seem strange, and opposed to 
the epirit of our law, that questions involving character and 
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reputation should be tried by a judge or judges without a jury. 
But it must be remembered that charges affecting the character 
of clergymen, and also of physicians and other professional men, 
come before tribunals to which no jury is summoned, and we 
do not hear,that their decisions are considered unsatisfactory. 





In comMENTING recently (44 Soxrcrrors’ Journal, p. 830) on 
the decision of Kzxewicn, J., in Re Redman (1901, 2 Ch. 471) 
that policies in friendly societies are not assignable inter vivos, 
we expressed the hope that an opportunity might soon be found 
for submitting the question to the Court of Appeal. This has 
now been done in Re Griffin (Times, 5th inst.), and the Court of 
Appeal have restored to such policies the quality of assignability 
ot which they were in danger of being deprived. The question 
depends on the effect to be given to section 56 of the Friendly 
Soeieties Act, 1896, under which a member may by writing 
nominate a person to whom his policy moneys, not exceeding 
£100, shall be paid on his decease, and the nomination may 
in the same way be revoked or varied. In Bennett v. 
Slater (47 W. R. 83; 1899, 1 Q. B. 45) it was decided 
by the Court of Appeal, reversing Maruew, J., that a nomina- 
tion prevailed over a gift of the policy moneys by will. By 
virtue of the statute the nomination pointed out the way in 
which the moneys were to go, and on the death of the nominator 
they formed no part of his estate, and were consequently not 
available either for a legatee under his will, or, if he was 
insolvent, for his creditors. Upon the same principle, it may 
possibly be held that when there is an assignment inter vivos 
and also a nomination, the nomination will prevail over the 
assignment. If the nominee takes under a statutory title, an 
assignee, it may be argued, can benefit just as little as a 
legatee. If this is so, then the singular result will follow that 
@ nomination may defeat the title of a prior assignee for value. 
On the present occasion this point did not arise, and the Court 
of Appeal refrained from expressing any opinion upon it. In 
Re Redman, and again in Re Griffin, there was an assignment 
but no nomination, and the question was whether the statutory 
power of nomination excluded any other mode of disposition so 
that the assignment was void. In Caddick v. Highton (47 W. R. 
668) Puitimorz, J., decided against the assignment, and his 
decision was followed by Kzxewicu, J., in Re Redman. In Re 
Griffin Joyce, J., took the same course, leaving the matter for 
discussion in the Court of Appeal. That tribunal has now 
held that the quality of assignability ordinarily incident to 
property can only be excluded by clear language or necessary 
implication, and that no such implication follows from the mere 
conferring of the special power of nomination. This is only a 
testamentary power and does not forbid an alienation inter vos. 
It was clearly not foreseen by the Legislature when the power 
of nomination was conferred, to what nice questions it would 
give rise. 





— —* under section 1 of the Infants’ Relief 
\ , tocon or repayment of money lent or for payment 
for goods supplied (otherthan necessaries) is enacted in the — 
of infants generally, and it is not to be set aside on the ground 
of hardship to the other party to the alleged contract. Such is the 
effect of Thurstan v. Nottingham, fy Building Society (reported 
elsewhere), in which the Court of Appeal have, with a slight 
—— negatived the result arrived at by Joycz, J. 
(49 W. R. 56). The plaintiff, a married woman, while still an 
infant, had become a member of the defendant society. She 
obtained an agreement for the advance from the society of 
£1,200, of which £250 was to be applied in the purchase ot land 
from third parties, and theremainderin erecting houses upon it, the 
whole to be secured by e. Onthe 2istof July, 1898, the 
land was duly conveyed to the plaintiff, and on the next day mort- 
geged to the society to secure the £1,200. In the followin 
ber, when £1,070 had been advanced, the society discov 

for the first time that the plaintiff was an infant, noe f they there- 
upon entered into possession and spent £270 in completing the 
houses. The plaintiff alleged that the mortgage was void by 
reason of her infancy, and claimed to have it set aside and the 
property restored to her without repayment of the money 
advanced. Jorcz, J., rejected her claim upon the ground that 


the purchase and mortgage were parts of the same transaction, 
and that she could not at once affirm her own title under thy 
purchase and “ee mgm the title of the society under thei 
mortgage. But the Court of Appeal have not agreed that the 
two matters—the purchase and the mortgage—were one trang 
action. They took place between different parties, and ead 
has to be treated by itself. It followed that in repudiating 
the mortgage the plaintiff was only insisting upon he 
strict legal right. Under the circumstances, her contract to 
repay the money was void, and the mortgage securing the 
repayment was void also. But by an ingenious argument the 
£250 used in purchasing the land was saved to the society, 
They had provided this amount in order to pay off the vendors, 
and hence, it was held, they succeeded to the lien which 
they would have had if they had conveyed the land without 
being paid. This devolution of the vendor’s lien upon 
another party who advances the money at the request of the 
purchaser seems to be novel, and we are by no means sun 
that it would bear examination. However, the Court of 
Appeal considered that they could mitigate to this extent the 
loss which the society had incurred. 






























RECENT WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION CASES, 


In disposing of the long list of appeals under the Workmen's 
Compensation Act, 1897, which awaited hearing at the com. 
mencement of the present sittings, the Court of Appeal have 
decided several points of novelty. The decision of cases arising 
under special legislation of this character does not involve 
questions of principle, but the task of the Court of Appeal has 
been none the less difficult; the circumstances which give rise 
to claims for compensation are infinitely varied, and even when 
a claim has been established, the means at hand for assessing 
the amount to be paid are often very scanty. For its guidance 
in determining these and similar questions, the court ha 
to rely, first, on the provisions of the Act, which, obscum 
and inadequate themselves, are rendered still more difficult to 
construe by the incorporation of a host of definitions contained 
in many other enactments passed altogether alio intuitu; 
secondly, on the long array of decisions applying the Act to 
various sets of facts; and thirdly, on their own common sens, 
perhaps the safest guide to the correct interpretation of an Act 
which abounds in arbitrary rules and standards but is not 
founded upon any logical principle. Decisions given 
such circumstances cannot be altogether satisfactory: they 
depend to a large extent on questions of fact, and they 
add little or nothing to the science of law. But the modem 
ractitioner cannot afford to ignore them, in view of the 
ar-reaching effects of the Act to which they relate and to the 
mass of litigation arising under it. 

Two of the recent decisione have been commented on in thew 
columns (ante, p. 23), and notes of many of the cases refe 
to in the following observations will be found ante, pp. 48, 43, 
66, 67, 83. 

In many cases the all-important question relates to the locali 
and description of the place in which the accident has occ 
Is it a railway, a factory, a wharf, a mine? or does it a0 
fall within any of these or the other categories specified in th 
Act? Isa building thirty feet high, and between what points 
is it to be measured? Is it being repaired by means of § 
scaffolding? Illogical as it may seem, the right of an inj 
workman tocompensation most %~! depends upon the answ# 
given to questions of thiskind. Thus a ship lying in a 
whether wet or dry, is a factory: Raine v. Jobson (1901, A.0 
404), Cattermole v. Atlantic Transport Oo. (ante, p. %) 
the decision to the contrary in Woodham v. Atlantic Tram 
port Co. (1899, 1 Q. B. 15) being no longer law. A firm 
painters and plumbers employed to renovate a ship so lying # 
the “ occupiers” for the time being of a factory, although the 
heve not the exclusive use of it; they are therefore “u 
takers” within the Act for the purposes of liability to 
compensation to a workman employed by them on the ship: 













































Bartell v. Gray & Oo. (ante, p. 67). The “ scaffolding 
question, considered by the House of Lords in vif 
v. Newton, Chambers, & Co. (1901, A. O. 49), came @ 
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again in Veazey v. Chattle (ante, p. 88). A house over 
thirty feet high was being repaired; there was a ladder 
from the ground to the eaves; a workman ascended the 
root by means of a ‘‘crawling board,” held in place by a 
comrade who stood on the ladder. Coraaus, M R., and Maruew, 
LJ. (Srreine, L.J., dissenting), held that the ladder and board 

ther formed a scaffolding within the Act, although they 
wore, admittedly, not an arrangement of the kind to which that 
term it usually applied. In Ellis v. Cory & Son (Limited) 
(ante, p. 67) the court held that a structure moored in mid-Thames 
without any physical connection with either shore, and having 
upon it hydraulic cranes used for unloading coal from 
vessels lying alongside it, was a wharf within the Act. 
In Lillison v. Longden & Son the question was whether 
a blasting accident arose in the course of employment 
in or about a mine; the object of the blasting was to make a 
road in connection with mining operations which had not yet 
been commenced, and the accident occurred with a few feet of a 
tunnel or shaft driven into the side of a hill: having regard to 
the wide definition of ‘‘mine” contained in section 41 of the 
Metalliferous Mines Regulation Act, 1872, and imported into 
the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, by section 7 (2) of the 
latter Act, the court had no difficulty in holding that the 
workman was employed about a mine. 

The question of the meaning of ‘‘dependants” in section 7 
(2) of the Act arose again in Howells v. Vivian §- Sons, where the 
deceased workman lived with his parents and contributed to a 
common fund for the maintenance of the family a sum consider- 
ably in excess of the cost of his own keep; his father was 
earning substantial wages, and on the ground that he was 
able to maintain the family without assistance from the deceased, 
the county court judge refused to award him compensation. 
This ground of decision was clearly contrary to the law as laid 
down by the House of Lords in Main Colliery Co. v. Davies 
(1900, A. C. 358), and the case was remitted accordingly. In 
Pryce v. Penrikyber Colliery Co. (Limited) (ante, p.49) it was held 
that the question whether the widow of a deceased workman was 
“wholly dependent upon his earnings at the time of his death ” 
must be determined solely by reference to the circumstances 
existing immediately before the death, and that the fact that 
the became entitled on his death to a sum representing his 
savings (which do not appear to have produced income during 
his life) must be excluded from consideration. 

The nature of the employers’ business, and the terms of 
the workman’s employment, are often very material. In 
Knight v. Cubitt § Co. (ante, p. 49) the employers, who 
had contracted to demolish an old and to erect a new 
building, engaged a firm of sub-contractors to execute the 
demolition. It was held that the employers were under section 4 
of the Act liable as ‘‘undertakers” to pay compensation in 
respect of an accident to a man employed by the sub-contractors 
in the work of demolition. It appeared from the evidence 
that the demolition of buildings was “a part of the trade 
or business” carried on by the employers, and brought 
them within section 4 of the Act, although it was their 
usual practice to perform this part of their business through 
sub-contractors. Again, a q who was paid accord- 
ing to the quantity of — excavated, and emplo 

own workmen, was held by the county court —* 
to be himself a workman within the Act, and the Court of 
Appeal declined to interfere with this decision ; there was, how- 
ever, evidence that the employers had eed to treat the 
spplicant as within the Act: Hvans v. Penwyllt § Co. 

e difficulty (adverted to ante, p. 23) of arriving at “a 
weekly earnings’ when the workman has been employed for 
one or more days only has received further illustrations. In 


Watters v. Clover § Co. (ante, p. 67) the workman was en 


by the day; he worked from Wednesday to Saturday, and 
‘gain on the following Monday and Tuesday; it was held 
i his total — for these six days must be taken to 
Ais average weekly earnings, and that the period duri 

Which he worked must not be divided into eh gras Bag 
©mmencing with a Monday. This result seems to follow 
Tysons vy. Andrew Knowles §& Sons Spe A. ©, 79), 

age and Wheale v. 


& Sons (ante, p. 48) a casual dock labourer was employed for 
one day only and was injured ; his for that day were 
8s. 3d.; the county court judge declined to treat either that sum 
or six times that sum as his average weekly earnings, and, 
acting on evidence as to the ordinary weekly earnings of a 
casual labourer at the docks in question, he found that this 
workman’s average weekly earnings were 18s., and awarded 9s, 
He appears to have ignored the requirement of the schedule to 
the Act that the average must be ascertained by reference to 
the period during which the workman has been “in the employ- 
ment of the same employer.” The court adopted the view that 
his average weekly ings must be taken at 3s. 3d., and 
reduced the award to half that sum. 

The employers are not liable if the accident is attribut- 
able to “serious and wilful misconduct” on the part of 
the workman. In Resks v. Kynoch the Court of Appeal 
declined to hold that a workman aged nineteen had been 
guilty of “serious and wilful misconduct” because he 
touched machinery in motion contrary to the express orders 
of his employers. On the other hand, in John v. Albion 
Coal Co, (Limited), the Court of Appeal agreed with the county 
court judge that there was serious and wilful misconduct 
where a miner met his death through his refusal, in spite 
of a direct warning, to seek shelter in a manhole on the 
approach of a train along the line on which he was walking. 

A novel point as to costs was also decide in Cattermols v. 
Atlantic Transport Co. (referred to above); the employers 
having been held not liable in an action in the county court 
under the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, the court at the request 
of the plaintiff proceeded to assess the compensation payable 
to him under the Act of 1897. Section 1 (4), which authorizes 
the court so to act, provides that the court “ shall be at liberty 
to deduct from such compensation all the costs which in its 
judgment have been ca by the plaintiff bringing the action 
instead of proceeding under the Act”; it contains no other 
express provision as to costs. In the present case the county 
court judge not only made no deduction, but ordered the 
defendants to pay all the costs of the p ings. It was not, 
however, shown that the costs had been increased by 
bringing the action, and the Court of Appeal held that the 
county court judge had not exceeded his jurisdiction. 

Before proceedings in the county court can be taken under 

the Act, — must be a question as to the liability to pay 
compensation or as to its amount or duration. Thus, where the 
employers had admitted liability to pay a certain weekly sum 
during the incapacity of the workman, a claim by the workman 
to have that amount of compensation awarded to him cannot be 
entertained: Field v. Longdon § Sons (ante p. 66). But an 
award is not necessarily final; where an award has been made 
of a weekly payment during incapacity, and the workman after- 
wards dies, a further award may be made, the mode of assess- 
ment being different in the cases of incapacity and of death : 
O Keefe v. S ovatt (ante p. 67). 
The list of cases which has been disposed of did not include 
any cases under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1900, which 
extended the benefits of the Act of 1897 to “‘ workmen in 
agriculture,” and came into operation on the Ist of July last. 
Several questions of difficulty arise under this Act, and it 
will —— not be long before its provisions have to be 
considered by the Court of A A large majority of 
the cases of this sittings have decided in favour of the 
workmen ; the employers were usually the appellants. 





It is stated that the total deposits of plans, &o., in connection with 
et Pa ye ES 
1 of 48 railways, 24 tramways, pro- 
—3 orders, including electric lighting. This total compares unfavour- 
ably with that of last year, when it was 362, made up of 46 railways, 24 
tramways, 93 miscellaneous, and 199 provisional orders. 


A marriage the Daily Mail, arranged in court on Wednesday at 
the Maidstone Assines. A labourer named James Hawkins, who was indicted 


for attempting to ** 


throat he cut in a 
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COVENANTS RUNNING WITH THE REVERSION. 
Il. : 


We considered last week the manner in which in Manchester 
Brewery Co. v. Coombs (1901, 2 Oh. 608) Fanwett, J., held 
that the covenant tying the public-house was binding by 
reason of the creation of a new tenancy between the plaintiffs, 
the assignees of the reversion, and the defendant. In this 
aspect the case was no more than an illustration of a familiar 
rule, but the other ground upon which the learned judge 
held the plaintiffs to be entitled to succeed involved a novel and 
very interesting application of the doctrine of Walsh v. Lonsdale 
(supra). That doctrine as explained by the subsequent cases of 
Swain vy. Ayres (86 W. R. 798, 21 Q. B. D. 289) and Foster v. 
Reeves (40 W. R. 695; 1892, 2 Q. B. 255) is now well known. 
It is that, where land is being held under an agreement for a 
lease of which specific performance would be decreed, the 
— shall be treated, for the purpose of any question arising 

etween them in a court having jurisdiction to decree specific 
performance, as though a lease had been actually executed. 


Hence in Walsh v. Lonsdale the power of distress which, had |J 


there been no more than the legal tenancy from year 
to year created by payment of rent, would only have 
been exercisable for rent in arrear, was exercisable for 
rent which under the agreement was payable in advance. The 
lessor, in other words, was put in the full sition 
of legal reversioner upon a term duly created under the 
provisions of the agreement. The point in the present case 
was not precisely the same. Under the statute 32 Hen. 8, c. 
84, as we have seen, the covenant does not run with the 
reversion unless there has been a lease under seal. It was 
a question, therefore, not of saying that the lessor’s equity to 
have an agreement for a lease performed should supply the 
want of a legal reversion, but that his equity to have a lease 
executed under seal was equivalent to a lease for the purpose of 
the statute. And it by no means follows that, because equity 
can make good the defect in a legal title, it therefore 
can make good non-compliance with a statutory requisite. 
It should be noticed that execution of the agreement by the 
tenant under seal was considered to imply that the lease 
was to be under seal, though this was not essential to the 
creation of the agreed tenancy; and, moreover, that Clayton v. 
Illingworth (10 Hare 451), which has usually been supposed 
to establish that specific performance will not be granted of 
a tenancy from year to year, was held not to be applicable. 

In one instance it would seem that Walsh v. Lonsdale has had 
the effect of practically overriding a statute. The Real Property 
Act, 1845, provides that a lease which is required by law to be 
in writing shall be void at law unless made by deed. But the 
phrase void at law leaves it open for the lease to be good in 
equity ; and it is well settled that it is valid in equity as an 
agreement for a lease (Parker v. Taswell,2 De G. & J. 559), and 
consequently, within the limits of the rule above stated, it is 
now good for all purposes. Hence within those limits the 
statutory provision is abrogated : see Furness v. Bond (4 Times 
L. R. 457). But the above result is entirely due to the circum- 
stance that the statute is restricted to making the lease void 
at law. The effect of equity is left untouched, and by 
virtue of the Judicature Acts equity is allowed to correct, 
for some purposes at any rate, the invalidity of the 
lease at law. But it is not clear that equity is equally 
effectual in overriding a statutory requisite where there is no 
implied reservation in ite favour. The statute 32 Hen. 8, c. 34 
requires that for covenants to run with the reversion there must 
be a lease under seal—that is, of course, an actually existing 
lease. According to the judgment of Farwe11, J., it is sufficient 
that the parties should be entitled to an order for specific per- 
formance under which, if carried into effect, a lease under seal 
will come into existence. With submission, we should say that 
so to hold is to carry the principle of Walsh v. Lonsdale further 
than the circumstances warrant. Equity may, by virtue of the 
Judicature Acts, be strong enough to make good a defect in the 
legal relation of the parties, but it is hardly the same thing to 
say that it can make good the want of the lease under seal which 
is the statutory requirement for the enforcement of the plaintiff's 
rights: The judgment of Fauwzxt, J., is entitled of course to 





v t weight, but we are not sure that it can be accepted 
pots A ae martin = settling the point at issue. 

The matter may be summed up by pointing out exactly 
what was decided in Walsh v. Lonsdale and what is necessary jy 
order to support the present decision. In Walsh v. Lonsdale it 
was held, as already stated, that the power of distress existed 
as though it arose by virtue of a regularly-executed lease cop. 
taining provisions with respect to payment of rent correspondi 
to those in the agreement. “There is only one court,” said 
JxsseL, M.R., ‘‘ and the equity rules prevail in it. The 
holds under an agreement for a lease. He holds, therefore, 
ander the same terms in equity as though a lease had beg, 
granted, it being a case in which both parties admit that relief 
is capable of being given by specific performance.” This dictum 
naturally excited the idea that the difference between legal and 
equitable estates was to disap ; but, as Farwett, J, 

inted out in the present case, no such effect followed. The 
imits of the applicability of Walsh v. Lonsdale are, he observes, 
really somewhat narrow: “It applies only to a case wher 
there is a contract to transfer a legal title, and an act has to be 
justified, or an action maintained, by force of the legal title t 
which such contract relates.” In other words, such rights as 
equity ascribes to the parties under the agreement are not 
to fail of their full effect at law because they do not happen 
to be clothed with the legal estate. But to support the 
present decision, it is not enough for the court to say that 
the parties have such and such rights under the agreement in 
equity, and therefore they shall have the corresponding rights 
which a lease, if executed, would give them. It is necessary to 
point to the particular ‘‘indenture of lease” which must be in 
existence before the covenants can run with the reversion. For 
some purposes an imaginary lease may serve. To satisfy the 
statutory requirement there must be the real article. It is 
possible that Walsh v. Lonsdale goes the full length required to 
support Mr. Justice FARVEII's judgment, but the matter is one 
for argument. 

It has been suggested to us that an analogous question of 
much practical importance arises under compulsory registration 
in cases where a lessee whose lease is for forty years or more, or 
for two or more lives, so as to require registration, omits to have 
it registered. Under rule 59 of the Land Transfer Rules the 
result is that the lease operates only as an agreement, and dos 
not pass any legal estate to the lessee, And if there is no legal 
estate in the lessee, neither is there any legal reversion in the 
lessor to which the covenants can be attached. In point of fast 
there is in existence a lease under seal, so that 32 Hen. 8, c. 34, 
is prima facie satisfied. But by virtue of the rule—which has 
statutory effect—the lease ceases to be effectual for this or any 
other purpose as a lease, and is reduced to a mere agreement, 
And assuming that the decision in Manchester Brewery Co. v. 
Coombs is correct for the case of an actual agreement which can 
be followed by performance, it can hardly apply to an instrument 
metamorphosed into an agreement by statute under whic 
nothing as between lessor and lessee remains to be performed. 
Specific performance by the court is in such a case out of the 
question, and Walsh v. Lonsdale consequently does not apply. To 
obtain his legal reversion the lessor requires no lease to be executed. 
That has been already done. What he really requires is # 
compel the lessee to register his title, and for that purpose 
does not seem that any machinery is provided. It may b 
suggested, however, that, on granting the lease, the lessor 
me gon require from the lessee an undertaking to register, 
such an undertaking could doubtless be enforced. 

We have ventured to criticize the application which Mr. Justi 
Farwext has made of the doctrine of Walsh v. Lonsdale to the 
statutory requirement of a lease under seal for the —— 
32 Hen. 8, c. 34, but we must not be urflerstood as wishing i 
any way to depreciate the importance of his very inte 
and able judgment. According to an editorial note ap 
to the report, the case is now reported in full ‘‘ on special repre 
sentation of ite importance to conveyancers.” It is dortunato lu 
the profession that this representation was made, and that# 
instructive a case has been rescued from oblivion. 








His Honour Judge Philbrick is stated to be suffering from seri 
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REVIEWS. 
BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Workmen’s Compensation Cases. Being Reports of Cases Decided 
Under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, Principally taken 
from the Law Times Reports and the Times Law . Vol, ITI. 
By R. M. Mivton-SENHOUSE, Barrister-at-Law. illiam Clowes & 

The Law Relating to Workmen’s Compensation Under the Work- 
men’s Compensation Acts, 1897 and 1900. With an A dix con- 
taining the Rules, Regulations, and Orders under the Acts, and 
Forms. By Wriu11aM BowsTEaD, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & 
Maxwell ( ted). 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE LAND REGISTRY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.]} 
Sir,—A short time since we registered a po title to a house 


in the South of London, and on the return of the lease and assign- 
ment we received the usual letter from the Assistant Registrar, 
enclosing the form of receipt which solicitors are asked to sign and 
return 


Before returning the receipt we placed upon it the following 
memorandum :—‘‘ The responsibility for the correctness of the 
— oe of course, with the registry, as we do not accept any 

ibility.” 

In response to this we received a letter from the Assistant Registrar 
containing an explanation which, so far as we know, has not been 

blished, and which confirms the opinions expressed by Mr. Adams, 
Mr. McKee, and Mr. Bergh, in your issue of the 23rd of November. 

On receipt of this we wrote to Mr. Pollock requesting his consent 
to the publication of his letter, and having received it, we enclose 
herewith copies of his two letters for publication in the Soxicrrors’ 
JOURNAL. DALLIMoRE & Son. 

$16, Camberwell New-roai, Dec. 2. 


The following is the letter referred to : 


Land Registry, 3 & 4, Clement’s-inn, Strand, W. O. 
Title No. 51,474. 

Gentlemen,—I have referred to the registrar the note made by you on 
thereceipt for the Land Certificate, &c., in this case, and am directed by 
him to inform you that he does not admit the correctness of the — 
you take up, and to ask you to treat this letter as applying to all future 
gis which you place a similar note on the receipt for certificates form 

office. 

At the same time I may point out, as it seems that some misunder- 
standing has arisen in regard to the receipt, that the form of receipt and 
printed letter sent you with it are not intended to render the person 
signing it responsible for anything more than the correctness of the receipt 
itwelf as a list of the documents contained on the envelope.—Your 
obedient servant, Hucx Poxtock, Assistant Registrar. 

Messrs. Dallimore & Son. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.]} 


Sir,—We enclose a copy of a correspondence that has passed between 
ourselves and the Land Registry dealing with a point which is, we 
consider, of general interest. LEGGATT, RUBINSTEIN, & Co. 

5, Raymond-buildings, Gray’s-inn, Dec. 3. 

The following is the correspondence referred to : 

5, Raymond-buildings, Gray’s-inn, W.O., 
20th November, 1901. 
Title No. 30,958. 

Dear Sir,—In July, 1900, our client purchased for £1,200 the lease of 
gen registered under the above title. According to the plan on 
the lease the land has a frontage of 34in. 7ft. to the main road and 
Measures 41ft. lin. in the rear. 

Our client has called our attention to the plan on the land certificate. 
On this plan the land at the rear measures, according to the scale, only 
forty feet. The house, being a new one, is not marked on the ordnance 
ra but the boundaries of the premises have been put on the map in 


We shall be obliged if you will kindly explain w ur shews our 
dient to be —2* to — loss land than the vlan onthe lease. At 
same time we shall be glad if you will let us know in what way the 
mistake made can be corrected.— Yours truly, 
(Signed) Leoeart, Ruursrsin, & Co. 
The Registrar, ‘The Land Registry, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.O. 
Land stry, 8 and 4, Clement’s-inn, Strand, W.O. 
— 9 November, 1901. ; 
Gentle The plan "he Mand sortie te in this correctly 
men.—i he on 8 Ca case 
thews the fences as they exist on the ground and in accordance with rule 
US shews general boundaries only. 





I delayed — letter of the 20th instant till I had had the 
ordnance map on the ground and I did not get the report of the 
surveyor as to this till this .— Your obedient servant, 


Signed 
Messrs. Leggatt, R ., 5, Baymond-buildings, 
* Gray’s-inn, W.C. 


5, Raymond-buildings, Gray’s-inn, W.C., 
25th November, 1901. 
Title No. 30,958. 

Dear Sir,—We have received your letter of the 23rd instant. In this 
case the plan on the lease and verbal description of the property it 
contains give specifically the measurements of the land. The mere fact 
that a fence has been erected @ lesser quantity of and is, we 
submit, no reason why it should appear by your land certificate that our 
client is only entitled to this lesser quantity. 

We note your statement that the plan on the land certificate in 
ance with rule 213 shews —— boundaries only, but surely even the 

boundaries should substantially accurate. In this case the 
undaries on your plan shew our client to possess considerably less land 
than he is entitled to. 

We would ask you to be good enough to reconsider the matter as 
we still hold that the plan on your certificate should be corrected —Yours 
ae (Signed) Lxccarr, Rusmvsrer, & Co. 

e Registrar, Land Registry, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.O. 
Land , 34, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, W.C., 
— 26th November, 1901. 


30,958. 

Gentlemen,—In reply to your letter of yesterday I have to point out 
that this case is one of a numerous class in suburban properties lately laid 
out for building in which the dimensions given in a lease do not agree 
with the fences as erected on the ground. In such cases it is often a nice 
question whether under the circumstances the lessee is entitled to what is 
stated in the lease or only to what is actually enclosed. 

As regards registration, our rule is wherever adherence to the exact 
dimensions given in the deed mvolves registering the applicant as 
proprietor of land of which he is not in possession, he is required to obtain 
the concurrence of the adjoining owner in occupation of the land affected 
by the claim, and all other ns interested, if any. 

I agree with you in that the boundaries shewn on our filed 
plans should be substantially accurate, but the difficulty in these cases is 
to determine where accuracy lies. 

As it appears that the plan was not submitted to you for approval on the 

on, we should be prepared if you desire it, to make all necessary 
alterations, without fee, on the condition stated sbove as to the concurrence 
of the adjoining owners.— Yours faithfully, 
(Signed) OC. F. Bricxpa.s, Registrar. 

Messrs. Leggatt, Rubinstein, & Co. 

5, Raymond-buildings, Gray’s-inn, W.C., 
itt 27th November, 1901. 
Title No. 30,958. 

Dear Sir,—We have received your letter of yesterday’s date, and note 
that in your view that where dimensions given in a lease do not agree with 
the fences as erected on the ground, it isa nice question whether, under 
the circumstances, the lessee is entitled to what is stated in the lease, or to 
what is only actually enclosed. In our opinion, however, there is no ‘ nice 
question ” involved, as a lessee is, we consider, clearly entitled to what is 
actually demised, and not what happens to be enclosed. It has never yet, 
so far as we know, been thought that because a lessee only encloses a 
portion of his land he has no it to the remainder. 

We observe that in view of the fact that the plan on the land certificate 
was not submitted to us for val on the registration you are prepared 
to alter the plan without fee if the concurrence of the adjoining owner in 
occupation of the land and all other persons interested, if , is obtained. 
It seems to us, however, that there are difficulties in the way of 
adopting your 8 on. These include («) the tracing of the parties 
interested ; (5) inducing them to consent; (c) the expense to be incurred 
in obtaining the consents; (¢) the proof will require, assuming the 
consents are obtained, that all the terested have consented. 

We shall be pleased if you will let us hear from you how you suggest 
that these difficulties are to be met.—Yours truly, 

Laecarr, Runrvsrarm, & Co. 


(Signed) 
C. F. Brickdal .» The Land Registry, 
ies cal-inn-fields, WC. 
Land , 34, Lincoln’s-imn-fields, W.C., 
November, 1901. 
damian Moe ~. letter of yesterday 

Gentlemen,—I to 0" your yeste 
and to say in reply that I have no further suggestion to make, it being a 
settled 


for reason are not to register body as 
vy snathen pancen Wahent that 


ati > henwah Sh Se eee 
*s consen 
already ted out that client’s possible claim to the land 
%. on pwd sor is “tally protected by. ule 2138.—Your obedient 
M : Leggatt, Rubinstein, foe 5, —2* 
8 Gray's-inn, W.C. 
Raymond-buildings, s-inn, W.C. 
35 30th November, 1901. 
Title No. 30,958. 


Dear Sir,—We have received your letter of ‘the 28th inst., and for which 
we are obliged. 


accord- 
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Your letter suggests that some other person is in possession of our client’s 
land. Will — be good enough to give us the name and address of this 
person, so that we may communicate with him. 

Your suggestion that our client is fully protected by rule 213 appears to 
us to be in conflict with previous letter, in which you say it is a ‘‘ nice 
question’? whether our client is or is not entitled to the land not enclosed. 
You admit that the general boundaries should be substantially correct, 
but you must also admit that your boundaries are not in this case correct. 
It does not appear to us, therefore, that rule 213 protects our client.— 
Yours truly, (Signed) Leccatt, Rusrmstezin, & Co. 

O. F, Brickdale, Esq., Regsitrar, Land istry, 

Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. 
34, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, W.C., 
— 2nd December, 1901. 


30,958. 

Gentlemen,—In reply to your letter of the 30th of November, I can 
only refer you again to my letter of the 26th, statiog the terms on which 
we should be prepared to alter the plan.— Yours faithfully, 

(Signed) C. F. BRIOXDALE. 


Messrs. Leggatt, Rubinstein, & Co. 





ADVOCATES’ FEES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—In your issue of last week a condensed report is given of some 
remarks of Mr. Justice Grantham, at the Durham Assizes, adversely 
commenting upon a fee of two guineas paid to solicitor for defending 
four prisoners before some bench of magistrates. 

I know no more of the facts than appear in your paragraph, but 
as the learned judge apparently considered the fee an exorbitant one, 
it will be of professional interest to solicitor-advocates to learn your 
view as to what is a proper fee to charge in business of this descrip- 
ton. 

To me it — the judge quite lost sight of the amount of work 
and responsibility thrown upon a solicitor who undertakes advocacy, 
combining, as they do, those of a solicitor and counsel. The prepara- 
tion of proofs, consideration of the evidence and correspondence, as 
—— actual time taken in conducting the case, have to be con- 
si 

Moreover, experience and capability must be considered, and it is 
the exception to find solicitors who are good advocates. It is only 
those who have a natural aptitude for advocacy who are successful. 
Surely, then, solicitors who make their mark in business of this 
description should be paid for work done in the few courts open for 
them to practise in, on the same principle as counsel, and if an 
advocate can command fees of from two to twelve guineas (as I know 
some can in this county) there is no reason why they should not 
accept them.—Yours truly, A Soxicrror-ADVOCATE. 

Kent, 2nd Dec. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


THURSTAN ». NOTTINGHAM PERMANENT BENEFIT BUILDING 
SOCIETY. No.2. 7th Nov., 2nd Dec. 


Inrant—Buitprxc 6 Socrery—Inrant Mempzsr—Apvances—Mortcace— 
Inrants’ Rewer Act, 1874 (37 & 38 Vicr.c. 62)—BUILDING SocIETIES 
Act, 1874 (37 & 38 Vicr. c. 42), ss. 13, 38. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Joyce, J. (reported 49 W. R. 56, 
1901, 1 Ch. 38). The plaintiff, a married woman, while still an infant, 
applied to become a member of the defendant society. She was duly 
accepted by them as a member in ignorance of her disability, and it was 
agreed that asum of £1,200 should be advanced by them to her to enable 
her to purchase a piece of land in Nottingham and to build houses upon 
it, and the loan was to be secured by a mortgage of the land and houses. 
In pursuance of this agreement, the land was duly purchased by the plain- 
tiff, and conveyed to her by an indenture dated the 21st of July, 1898. On 
the next day she conveyed it to the defendant society by way of 
to recure £1,200 and interest to be repaid at the rate of £10 4s. per month. 
In the following October, by which time the amount advanced was £1,070, 
it for the first time became known tothe defendants that the plaintiff was 
an infant, and they thereupon entered into possession and spent £270 in 
completing the houses begun by the plaintiff. Since then they had 
remained in possession and had received the rents and profits. Shortly 
after coming of age the plaintiff brought this action claiming (1) to have 
the mortgage deed cancelled ; (2) to have the title deeds of the property 
handed over to her, and (3) — —— ed ad ne ar No charge of fraud or 
misrepresentation was made by the ts against the plaintiff. 
Joyce, J,, held that the conveyance of the land to the plaintiff and the 
poe 3 were really one transaction, and that me om 04 could not 

one of the transaction and take the ben’ Ag Me fe 
Accordingly dismissed the action on this nd. The plaintiff 
— epee the Building —*— 

persons may es a society under t ct 

by the — 








, 1874, ** Any number 
of members a stock or fund for making advances to 


By section 38, ‘* Any 


members out of the funds of the society u security of freehold, copy- 
hold, or leasehold estates by way of mortgage.” 4 “4 





person under the age of twenty-one years may be admitted as a membe 
of any society under this Act, the rules of which do not prohibit sug 
admission; but during his non-age he shall not be competent to vot 
or hold any office in the society.” 

Tue Court (VavcHan Witiiams, Romszr, and Cozens-Harpy, L.Jj) 
allowed the appeal in part. 

Vaueuan Wriuiuss, L.J.—I cannot agree with the conclusion at which 
Joyce, J., has arrived in its entirety. I think the mortgage deed is yoig 
and not binding on the plaintiff. It seems clearly to come within sectign 
1 of the Infants’ Relief Act, 1874, as being a contract for repayment of 
money lent; and I cannot regard the purchase of the land and the 
advance of the money for building as one transaction. The purchase wa 
a transaction between the vendors and Mrs. Thurstan, whereas the 
transaction of the advance was between Mrs. Thurstan and the building 
society. The former transaction was voidable, and Mrs. Thurstap 
has affirmed it. The latter was void so far as the contract t 
repay is concerned. I think that the advances of money for building 
stand on a different footing from the money paid by the society for the 
purchase of the land and the expenses of conveyance. The money 
advanced for building was simply money lent, and the society has no 
security except the mortgage, which, in my judgment, is void as a contract 
for repayment of money lent; whereas in the transaction of purchase the 
society acted as the agents of Mrs. Thurstan to carry through the pu. 
chase for her by paying the purchase-money and obtaining a conveyance 
to her. In my opinion Mrs. Thurstan could not adopt the acts of her 
agents and claim to have the title deeds and conveyance handed ove 
to her without paying to the society the money paid by them t 
obtain the conveyance; and I think that, without any contract to 
that effect the society have a lien or charge on the title deeds and 
conveyance for the money which they paid to obtain the property which 
Mrs. Thurstan now claims. If Mrs. Thurstan adopts the acts done by the 
society she must discharge the cost and indemnify the society against the 
same. Itfollows in my judgment that the plaintiff is entitle to a declara 
tion that the mo deed is void and not binding on her, and is 
entitled to have the saine delivered up and cancelled, but is not entitled t 
have the title deeds given up discharged from any lien or charge of the 
society unless and until she pays to the society the purchase-money 
which the society paid for the land. I think, moreover, that the 
defendants are entitled to have a declaration that they have a lien o 
charge on the land for the amount of the said purchase-money 
and expenses, and that, so far as is necessary, the plaintiff is trustes 
for them of the land conveyed to her. The only other matter with 
which I have to deal is an ment put forward on behalf of the 
defendants, that section 38 of the Building Societies Act, 1874, which 
enables minors to become members of these societies, validates contracts 
by them to repay moneys which are lent to them by the society. I cannot 
agree. On this point I take the same view as Joyce, J. The section only 
validates the contract of membership. Borrowing money is not the 
neceseary one of membership. In fact, the majority of member 
do not borrow of the society. The society can only make advances on the 
security of land mortgaged, and I think it would be straining section 38 to 
hold that it authorized an infant to raise money on mortgage of his land, 

Romer, L.J.—The first, question is, whether the Building Societies Ad 
of 1874 enables a minor, by becoming a member of a building society, to 
borrow ey aad — of advances on mortgage of his property? Ido 
not think it s. Though the Act enables a minor to become a member, 
it has not in terms authorized his borrowing while under twenty-one yean 
of age, and it is not a necessary part of a member’s position that he should 
have advances or mortgage his property. Many members do not want 
advances, and many others could not obtain them by reason of their having 
no sufficient property to give as security. A minor, who cannot legally 
contract for a loan or mortgage his estates, is in no worse position than the 
members I have last mentioned. And to hold that the Act has givens 
minor general power in the shape of advances to borrow and to mortgage 
his estates would practically, to a great extent, destroy the protectia 
given to infants by the Infants’ ef Act, 1874. A building society ii 
not bound to see to the application of its advances by the membem 
advanced. All it need look to is the sufficiency of the security. If 
Building Societies Act authorized any infant to take advances and mort 
gege his or her estates for the amount advanced, then every infant with a 
estate might borrow to the extent of that estate ory bop joining a building 
society. I do not think the Building Societies Act authorized this, of 
has the effect contended for by the defendants. Now to the extent # 
which the money advanced by the defendant society went to complete the 
purchase by gh V cage with Joyce, J., in thinking that th 
plaintiff cannot affirm the p and repudiate the advances. But fa 
that advance the vendor would have had a vendor’s lien on the esta 
purchased for the amount, and to that extent I think the defendants a 
stand in the shoes of the vendor. But beyond this I do not think we a 
go with the judgment of the court below. Tomy mind it is impossible# 
treat the advances which were made subsequent to the completion of th 
purchase as forming one transaction with the purchase, and I think ther 
advances cannot be treated as binding the plaintiff on the ground adoptedly 
Joyce, J. Nor can the mortgage be held on that ground to bind the p 
Lastly, it was suggested that, inasmuch as the society has a charge on tht 
plaintiff's land for the sum on completion of her purchase to tH 
vendor, the plaintiff being ob: to redeem the land from that charge # 
bound to do equity, and it would not be equity to allow the plaintit⸗ 
redeem without paying the moneys subsequently advanced by the sociét) 
at any rate to the extent to which the land has efited by those m 
But the short answer is that a court of equity cannot say that it is 
able to — any person to pay moneys in respect of a transaction 
as against that person the Legislature has declared to be void. 
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Oozens-Harpy, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect.—Covunsz1, 
Badcock, K.O., and F. Ford; Hughes, K.O., and Freeman. Soxicrrors, 
Beyfus ¢ Beyfus ; Peacock § Goddard, for Rethera ¢ Son, Nottingham. 

[Reported by J. IL. Srieuine, Barrister-at-Law. | 


' ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. MAYOR, &c., OF EASTBOURNE. No. 1. 
28th Nov. 


Revenve—Stame Dury—Oonveyance on Sate or Reat anD PERSONAL 
ProrpERTY—Propsrty Vestsp sy Act on Purcuasep Unper Statutory 
Avruority—Finance Act, 1895 (58 & 59 Vicr. c. 16), s. 12. 


Appeal from the judgment of the Divisional Court (Kennedy and 
Phillimore, JJ.) on a special case stated in proceedings by way of 
tion to recover £443 15s. and interest for stamp duty claimed under section 
12 of the Finance Act, 1895 (reported n 50 W. R. 59; 
2K. B. 778). On the 19th of April, 1899, an 
into between the LEastbourne Electric ht Uo. 
aud the defendants for the purchase by the latter of the under- 
taking and ——— of the electric light company. This ent 
was made under the powers of a provisional order granted by the Board of 
Trade under the Electric Ligh Acts, 1882 to 1888, which was con- 
firmed by section 2 of the Electric Lighting Orders Confirmation (No. 19) 
Act, 1899. ‘The purchase was completed on the Ist of January, 1900. The 
consideration for the sale was the payment by the defendants of 
the sum of £88,749 2s. 9d. to the electric light company of 
which £37,929 was in respect of goods, wares, and merchandize. 
The Crown claimed ad valorem stamp duty on the whole con- 
sideration at the rate of 5s. for every £50. The defendants contended 
that so much of the consideration—viz., £37,929, as r-presented personal 
chattels was not liable to stamp duty. The Divisional Oourt gave 
judgment for the Orown. The defendants appealed By section 12 of 
the Finance Act, 1895, ‘‘ Where after the passing of this Act, by virtue of 
any Act, whether passed before or after this Act, either (a) any property 
is vested by way of sale in any person, or (2) any person is authurized to 
purchase property, such person shall . . . produce to the Oommis- 
sioners of Inland Revenue a copy of the Act . . or some instrument 
relating to the vesting in the first case, and an instrument of conveyance 
of the property in the other case, duly stamped with the ad valorem duty 
payable upon a conveyance on sale of the property . . .” 

Tue Court (Cotuins, M_R, and Sriniine and Maruew, L.JJ.) diemissed 
the appeal, holding that the word “‘ property ’’ in section 12 meant ascer- 
tained property, whether real or personal, which was specifically vested by 
some Act in the purchaser or which the vendor had power to purchase 
under some Act. The ad valorem stamp duty was therefore — upon 


the whole consideration, in respect both of the realty and of the personality. 


—Oounset, Danckwerts, K.O., and Macoun ; Sir Edward Carson, 8.G., and 
8. A. T. Rowlatt. Soxtcrrors, Sharpe, Parker, Pritchards, Barham, § Law- 
Jord, for H. W. Fovargue, Eastbourne ; Solicitor of Inland Revenue. 


[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.] 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. EARL OF SELBORNE. No. 1. 
22nd and 27th Nov. 


Revanve—Succession Dury—AcceLgration or Svuccesston—Power oF 
APpPorINTMENT—EXtTINCTION OF Paton InTERESTsS—Finance Act, 1894 
(57 & 58 Vicr. c. 30), s. 18—Svuccesstion Duty Act, 1853 (16 & 17 Vict. 
c. 51), 8s. 2, 15. 


This was an appeal by the Earl of Selborne against a claim by the Crown 
‘for succession duty under circumstances that iully appear from the judg- 
‘ment of the court. The question came before a Divisional Court consisting 
‘ot Kennedy and Philiimore, JJ. The learned judges differed, Kennedy, 
J., holding in favour of the Orown, while Phillimore, J. (who withdrew his 
judgment), thought the claim of the Crown could not be supported. From 
the decision of Kennedy, J., the Earl of Selborne appealed, and on his behalf 
‘counsel contended that the only eection of the Acts of 1853 which could make 
succession duty payable was section 15, which provided that “ where the 
title to any succession shall be accelerated by the surrender or extinction of 
any prior interests, then cuccession duty thereon shall be Yaga at the same 
time and in the same manner as succession duty would be payable if no 
succession had taken place.’’ For that section to apply there must be a 
surrender or extinction of the prior interest, and there must be acceleration 
of the title of the successor. Neither had taken place in this case, and 
therefore duty was not payable. The Act had not provided for this cuse, 
and it was not touched by any of the sections in the various Acts relied on 
by the Crown: Re Warner’s Settled Estates (17 Oh. D. 711). This case 
differed from Ex parte Sitwell (21 Q B. D. 466), which was in favour of 
the Orown’s conteation. In support of the judgment appealed from, the 
Crown submitted that duty of 1} per cent. was payable. The effect of 
the settlement of 1883 was to create a succes-ion under section 2 of the 
Act or 1853, which succession had been accelerated within the meaning of 
section 15 of that Act. Nothing that the parties could do would wipe out 
the liability to duty, and in the present case ali that had been done by the 
tenant for life was to surrender to the reversioner. Beech v. Attorney- 
General (15 Times L. R. 85) was referred to. Cwr. adv. vult. 

Nov. 27.— Ooxiins, M.R., in the course of his considered ju ent, raid : 
The facts of this vase raised a question whether the present Earl of Selborne 
Was liable to pay succession duty in re pect of an estate called the Black- 
moor estate, comprised in a deed of the 26th of October, 1883, and after- 
wards dealt with by another indenture of the 29th of September, 1894. The 

ed judges in the court below differed, Kennedy, J., ho that the 
duty was payable, Phillimore, J., that it was not. Philiimore, J., as the 
Unior judge, withdrew his dissenting judgment, and the ap; was now 
ught by Earl Selborne. The question arose in this way : BY the inden- 
ture above referred to of October, 1883, and made in view of the marriage 





of the now Earl of Selborne, then Viscount Wolmer, with Lady 
the first Earl of Selborne conveyed this estate 
to certain to hold the same on such trusts as the first earl and 
Viscount Wolmer should jointly a it, such appointment during the 
joint lives of Viscount Wolmer Lady M. to be subject to her 
consent in writing, and in default of and until such appointment to the 
use of the first earl for life, and after his decease to the use of the appellant 
infee. By an indenture of Se ber, 1894, in exercise of the above power 
of appointment, the Ear! of Sel! and Viscount Wolmer jointly appointed 
the estate (except the capital mansion and certain other lands) to the present 
earl in fee. It was contended by the Crown that, under these circum- 
stances, the present earl was liable to pay succession duty. They contended 
that, under section 2 of the Succession Duty Act, 1853, a succession 
was created by the settlement of 1883 in Lord Wolmer upon the death 
of bis father, the first Earl of Selborne, and that, under section 15 
of the same Act the title to that succession was ‘‘ accelerated by the 
surrender or extinction of prior interests’’ as a result of the execution of 
the power. The Crown, therefore, had to shew that that was the effect of 
the execution of the power, and unless they could do this they failed. The 
law as to estates created by the execution of a power was fully stated in 
Sugden on Powers (8th ed.), pp. 470, 479. Now, the execution of the power 
no doubt exti ed the interest of the first Lord Selborne under the 
settlement, but it So the succession under the disposition, 
and the estate given to Lord Wolmer by the execution of the power was 
not only an estate given by a different title—namely, under the power and 
not under the settlement in default of appointment—but was also in itself 
a different interest, for whereas under the settlement Lord Wolmer 
took only a fee subject to defeasance on his predeceasing his 
father, and with certain limitations over to his children in that 
event, he took under the appointment an absolute fee simple. It 
was clear, therefore, that the Orown failed to bring this case within 
the words of the Succession Duty Act. The Crown contended, how- 
ever, that the words must not be construed strictly, but that a popular 
and non-technical meanmg must be given to them, and they said that 
there had in substance been an acceleration of a succession, inasmuch as 
before the execution of the power Lord Wolmer had only a remainder after 
a life interest, and upon the execution of the power became settled in fee. 
They argued further that a succession was created by the settlement, and 
that it was not competent fur Lord Wolmer to defeat it so as to avoid 
paying duty by executing a power iu favour of himself. On the question 
of the rule of construction to be applied to the statute he referred to the 
judgment of Lord Cairns in Partington v. Attorney-General (L. R. 4 H. L. at 
P. 122) as important. Then as to Lord Wolmer being a party to destroy- 
g the succession by an appointment, on the authorities cited during the 
argument, he thought the wn failed on this contention also. For theee 
reasons he thought the appeal must be allowed. 


Srraursc and Maruew, L.JJ., gave judgment to the same effect. 
Appeal allowed with costs.—OounsgL, Butcher, K.C., Austen Cartmeli, and 
Bridgman ; Sir R. B. Finlay, A.G., and Vaughan Hawkins. Soxticrrors, Long- 
bourne, Stevens, § Powell ; Solicitor of Inland Revenue. 

[Reported by Exsxive Rerp, Barnster-at-Law.] 


HAMILTON-RUSSELL v. COMMISSIONERS OF INLAND REVENUE. 
No. 1. 28th and 29th Nov. 


Intanp Revenvs—Sramp Dvury—Ssrriement—InstrRuMENt oF APPornt- 
MENT—Stamp Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vicr. c. 39), s. 6, suB-sEcTions I, 
2; First Scugpute, “ SsTrLement ’’—Exemprion. 


Appeal from the decision of the Divisional Court (Kennedy and 
Pp ore, JJ.) (49 W. RB. 569) on a case stated by Commissioners of 
Inland Revenue. By a deed of settlement dated the 28th of June, 1895, 
made between Viscount Boyne of the one part and certain trustees of the 
other part, the settlor granted to the trustees certain funds, and by another 
deed of settlement dated the 12th of December, 1896, certain other funds 
upon trust for his five children in equal portions, but so, nevertheless, that 
the one-fifth share of each such c should be he'd by the trustees upon 
trust to pay the income thereof to such child during his or her 
life, and after his or her death upon trust for such one or more 
of the others as such child should by will int, and in 
default of appointment for the other children in equal shares. The 
settlements contained the tollowing proviso: *‘ Provided always that it 
shall be lawful for the trustees . . . in their . . . absolute discretion, 
at the request of any of the said five children, either in contemplation of 
marriage or subsequently to marriage, to revoke the trusts hereinbefore 
declared concerning such child’s settled share, and by way of resettlement 
to declare such new or other trusts of and coocerning the same as the 
trustees . . . may think fit for the benefit of all or any to the 
exclusion of the others or other of the following persons—namely, such 
child, or any wite or husband of such or such child’s children or 
remoter issue, or the next-of-kin of such but not in favour of 
other person or persons, and on any such resettlement such child’s set 
share may be transferred to a by an such resettlement.’’ 
These deeds were stamped with ad + duty as settlements. By two 
deeds of revocation, dated the 10th of A 1899, and made between 
the trustees of the settlements of the one 
CO. E Hamilton- Russell, the A ~»- 
persons therein called the m: settlemen' 
after reciting that a marrige was intended 
appellant and Maria Lindsay 
one-fifth share of the ba gon 
ae of 1895 1 
thereafter , it Was 
the trustees of the settlements of 1895. and 1896 
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of those settlements concerning the one-fifth share of the ap t, and | reason of its being calculated to deceive or otherwise be deemed diy. 
of re-settlement declared that the one-fifth share sho from and | entitled to protection within section 73 of the Patents, &c., Act, 1883. Thy 
mdents stated that they did not claim by virtue of the registratig 


wa: 
cher e solemnization of the intended marriage be held upon trust to pay 
theincome to the appellant for life, and after his decease to pay or tranefer, 
at such time and in such manner as was thereinafter a and declared, 
the capital of the said one-fifth share to the trustees of a deed of even date, 
being the settlement to be made in contemplation of the intended marriage, 
to be held by those trustees upon the trusts and subject to the powers and 
provisions declared and contained concerning the same in the said marriage 
settlement. Each of the two deedsof revocation was stamped with adutycf 10s. 
By the marriage settlement, a deed of even date with the two last-mentioned 
deeds, and made between the appellant of the first part, Maria Lindsay 
Wood of the second part, Sir Lindsay Wood, Bart., of the third part, and 
certain trustees of the fourth part, it was provided, inter alia, that after 
the death of the appellant the trustees of the settlement should stand 
possessed of his share of the funds comprised in the settlements of the 
28th of June, 1895, and the 12th of ‘December, 1896, upon the trusts of 
the settlement, which were, as regards the husband’s fund, to pay the 
income to the intended wife during her life, and after her death upon 
trust for the children or remoter issue of the intended marriage as the in- 
tending husband and wife jointiy, or the survivor of them, should appoint, 
and in default of appointment in trust for the children in equal shares. 
The commissioners were of opinion that ad valorem duty was payable upon 
the marriage settlement under the head ‘‘ Settlement” in Schedule I. to 
the Stamp Act, 1891, upon the amount or value of all the property thereby 
settled, but the appellant did not admit that this duty was payable upon 
the husband’s trust fund, and contended that he was exempt under 
the said schedule, and that the husband’s trust fund was only charge- 
able with the fixed duty of ten shillings. The Divisional Court found 
in favour of the Crown, and held that the settlement was not exempt either 
under the exemption under the heading ‘‘ Settlement ”’ in the schedule to 
the Stamp Act, 1891, or under section 106, sub-sections 1 or 2, of the Act. 
Schedule I. to the Stamp Act, 1891, contains the following: ‘‘ Settle- 
ment.—Any instrument, whether voluntary or upon any good or valuable 
consideration other than a bond fide pecuniary consideration, whereby any 
definite and certain principal sum of money . . . or any definite and 
certain amount of stock or any security, is settled or agreed to be settled 
in any manner whatsoever: for every £100, and also for any fractional 
part of £100, of the amount or value of the property settled or agreed to be 
settled—5s. Exemption.—Instrument of appointment relating to any 
property in favour of persons specially named or described as the objects 
of a power of appointment where duty has been duly paid in respect of the 
same property upon the settlement creating the power or the grant of 
— of any will or testamentary instrument creating the power.”’ 
8 Court (Coxiris, M.R., and Srratine and Martuew, L.JJ.) confirmed 

the decision of the Divisional Court. 

Coins, M.R., in giving Pay “ge. said: It had been argued that this 
marriage settlement fell within the exemption in the schedule as being an 
instrument in favour of persons ially named as the objects of a power 
of appointment. In his (the learned judge’s) opinion the marriage e- 
ment was not an appointment at all, for the donees of the power of 
appointment were not parties to it. The appointment had, in fact, 
been effected by the deeds of revocation. The marriage settlement 
was itself an instrument which came within the of the 
— Act, 1891, in the definition of ‘‘settlement,’’ and it could 
not treated like something not an instrument to which refer- 
ence might be made in a deed for the purpose of ascertaini 
the terms of the appointment. It had also been argued that the 
instrument was exempt from duty by virtue of section 106 of the 
Stamp Act, 1891, which provides that ‘where several instruments are 
executed for effecting the settlement of the same property, and the ad 
valorem duty chargeable in respect of settlement of the property exceeds 
10s., one only of the instruments is to be charged with the ad valorem 
duty.”” In his opinion that section did not apply here. That section 
only had reference to a set of instruments to take effect at the same time, 

not to a settlement effected by a series of instruments executed over a 
period of time. The decision of the Divisional Court was therefore right, 
and the appeal should be dismissed. 

BSriniaxe and Matxew, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same effect. 
— dismissed.—Covnsrt, Ingpen, K.C.,and Dunham; Sir R. B. Finlay, 
* +, and Rowlatt. Soracxrous, Tarry, Sherlock, § King ; Solicitor of Inland 

venue. 

[Reported by E. G. Srituwewt, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re PFAULDER’S TRADE-MARK. No.2. 30th Nov. 


Taaps-mauk—Morion to Recrivr—Worp, Waerser Duistincrive— 
Patents, &c., Act, 1883, ss. 64, 73, 74. 


This was an appeal from the decision of Kekewich, J., of the 7th of 
December, 1900. In 1886 a firm of jam manufacturers registered a trade- 
mark in Olass 42 for preserves consisting of their ture.and the word 
* ”? In March, 1899, the company of F & Co. (Limited) were 
incorporated. In A x de agg o> commenced an action against 
O. & V. Bushton (Limited) ci an injunction to restrain the defend- 
ants from og the trade- and from using the word ‘“Silver- 
pan.” On the 5th of September an interlocutory injunction was granted, 

the use of the word “‘Silverpan.’’ On the 3lst of October 

O. & G. Rushton (Limited) gave notice of motion for an order that the 
of Trade-Marks might be rectified by the removal of the 

mark or by adding to the entry therein of the mark a dis- 
claimer of any right on the part of the registered proprietor ot the mark to 
the exclusive use of part of the mark—that was to say, the word “ Silver- 
pen.” It was contended that the word “ sil ” was a 6 


the exclusive use of the word. Kekewich, J., held that the word *‘ Silyg,, 

”? was not a distinctive word within the meaning of section 74, ang 
was not calculated to deceive. or otherwise disentitled to protection, ang 
therefore refused the motion with costs. From this decision O. & @ 
Rushton (Limited) appealed. 

Tus Oovrr (Vavenan Wiiiiams, Romer, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ) 
allowed the appeal. 

VaucHan Wuu1ams, LJ., said the question was whether the wor 
‘* Silverpan ” was distinctive and ought therefore to be disclaimed. What 
was the meaning of the word distinctive in section 74? The respondent 
did not quarrel with the case of Burland v. Broxburn Oil Co. (42 Oh. p, 
274), where the meaning given to the word “‘ distinctive’’ was “‘primd facie 
distinctive.’’ The question therefore in the present cace was whether the 
word ‘‘ Silverpan ’’ was primd facie distinctive. In his lordship’s opinion it 
was. The word ‘ Silverpan’’ was made by putting together two comma 
words, and was prima facie distinctive. His lordship did not think it 
necessary to go through all the cases cited, but he would mention two~ 
namely, Re Smokeless Powder Co.’s Trade-Mark (1892, 1 Oh. 590) and & 
Clement's Trade- Mark (1900, 1 Ch. 114), as more or less governing the present 
case. The word ‘‘Silverpan ’’ as used in the advertisement was distinctive 
and therefore there must be a disclaimer. 

Romer and Cozens-Harpy, L JJ. cocurred.—Oounset, Moulton, K.0, 
and 4. J. Walter; R. J. Parker; Warrington, K.C., and Sebastian, 
Soxicrrors, Roweliffe, Rawle, 4 Co., for J. Wall, Wigan; Rodinson § Bradley, 
for Brown § Co., tockport. 

[Reported by 8. E, Witi14ms, Barrister-at-Law.] 




























High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re EBENEZER TIMMINS & SONS (LIM.). Buckley, J. 25th Oct. and 
28th Nov. 


Comrany—SvusscrRineER TO Memoranpum or AssociATION—AGREEMENT OF 
Satz to Company ror SHares Issuep as Futty Pam—App ication 1 
Recister AGREEMENT SuBSEQUENTLY—Oompantes Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vict, 
c. 131), s. 25—Companres Act, 1898 (61 & 62 Vicr. c. 26), s. 1. 


Motion. This was a motion by certain shareholders in the above com. 
pany for an order to enable the applicants to file a memorandum unde 
section 1 of the Companies Act, 1898, protecting certain shares as fully 
paid. One Ebenezer ‘timmins by his will devised and bequeathed bis 
business premises and business to two of his sons, upon trust to transfer 
the property to a joint stock company to be formed of his seven children, 
to each of whom (in the events which happened) a specified number 
of shares, making in the aggregate 750, were to be allotted and wer 
to be fully-paid shares. At his death each child became entitled to thes 
shares absolutely. After the testator’s death the company was formed, 
and on the 3rd of March, 1893, was incorporated. Each child signed the 
memorandum of association for the shares to which he or she was entitled 
as above. The nominal capital of the company was 1,000 shares. Further 
shares to the number of 118 were issued and paid for in cash, making 868 
in all, leaving a balance of 132. On the 4th of March, 1893, an agree 
ment was executed, to which the seven children and the company wer 
parties, for the sale of the property to the company. This agreement 
recited the will, and provided for the allotment of the above-mentioned 
numbers of shares to the seven children respectively, and that they should 
be fully-paid shares, and should be allotted on execution of the 
trusts of the will. The seal of the company was affixed the sam 
day. On the 23rd of March the agreement was duly filed under the 
Companies Acts. On the 15th of April it was resolved that shares be 
allotted to the seven children to the above numbers, and that share 
certificates be sealed and signed and issued to them ; and this was done. 
The object of the present application was to file a memorandum stating 
that the 750 fully-paid shares were issued to the signatories to the 
memorandum of association in part satisfaction of the consideration fot 
o = ment of the business mentioned in the agreement of the 4thol 

arch, 1893. 

Bucxzy, J.—To the extent to which the company had, on the 15th of 
April, shares available for allotment, the allotment as fully-paid share 
nee to the agreement was properly protected by a registered contract 

pon the facts I am satisfied that the shares referred to in the agreement 
and allotted on the 15th of April are identified with, in the sense that they 
were meant to be the same as, those for which the memorandum o 
association was subscribed. But this does not in my judgment enable me 
to make the order asked for. To say that the parties invended that they 
should be the eame shares is one thing and to say that they legally com 
tracted that they should be the same is another. They could not @ 
contract. When the memorandum of association was signed, and th 
company was registered, there was at once a contract to take and pay. 
The sale t was not yet in existence, and there could nd 
legally be a contract to satisfy the one contract arising upon registt 
tion of the company by rights to arise under another contra 
intended to be en into with the company after it was 
Since the decision of the Oourt of Appeal in Dalton Zvme Lock 0, % 
Daltm (66 L. T. 704) it must be taken as settled that the share 
for which the children subscribed the memorandum of associatio 
were for all 6# material to the present application issued 
on the day on which that memorandum was registered, and that the 
subscribers then came under liability to pay for those shares in cash. 
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an be paid for i th should be superseded and 
paid for in some other way, or o su 
by other shares to be issued under an agreement subsequently 
gxecuted and registered. It is, inmy judgment, made out by thie memo- 
randum of association, and article 3 of the articles, and the draft aos 
thereby identified, that the parties did intend that the shares for which 
they subscribed the memorandum should be paid for in the manner 
provided by the agreement; but inasmuch as they could not, as the law 
then stood, enter into such a contract, the matter is not thereby advanced. 
The case is governed by Re Jarvis § Co. (47 W. R. 186; 1899, 1 Ch. 
193), which was followed by Re Archibald D. Dawnay (Limited) (W. N. 1900, 
152). As regards the decision of Oozens-Hardy, J., in Re Whitehead § Brothers 
(48 W. B. 585 ; 1900, 1 Oh. 804), Ineed only say that in my judgment that 
decision does not govern the present case. For here the total number of 
shares is not (as it was there) exhausted by the 750 shares in question, and 
the 118 shares otherwise issued. To the extent of the balance of 132 shares 
at least there remained and remain in the present case shares capable of 
being allotted under the memorandum of association. This application 
cannot be used for the purpose of evoking a decision as to what, if any, 
liability there is in respect of the subscription of the memorandum of 
association. I refuse the motion, and I do so with the less reluctance by 
reason of the fact that section 33 of the Companies Act, 1900, has now 
repealed section 25 of the Companies Act, 1867, and has provided that 
no proceedings under section 25 shall be commenced after the commence- 
ment of that Act. This section might become of importance where it was 
sought to enforce liability under the subscription of the memorandum of 
Motion refused.—OounseL, Stewart Smith. Soxtcrrors, 
W. W. Wynne $ Sons, for Joseph Burton, Runcorn. 
[Reported by Neviiie Tzssurt, Barrister-at-Law. | 


WHITE v. HARROW. HARROW v. MARYLEBONE DISTRICT 
PROPERTY CO. Joyce, J. 29th Nov. 


Action For InsuncTION To ResTRAIN THE DurENDANT FROM PRosgcuTING 
AnotuER Action—JupicaTureE Act, s. 24, ‘ 

This was a motion in the above-named actions to restrain the defendant 
from continuing his action of Harrow v. The Marylebone District Property Co. 
(Limited). By a lease dated the 20th of September, 1894, certain premises 
known as No. 24, High-street, Marylebone, were let by the trustees of the 
Portland Estates to the plaintiff Edward White. The lease contained, 
amongst others, the following covenant: That ‘‘ the lessee, his executors, 

tors, and assigns, would not object to any works to adjoining 
premises that might be sanctioned by or on behalf of the said trastees or 
trustee or other the person or persons for the time being entitled in 
reversion to the said estates ; and would not claim any easement against 
the said person or persons entitled in reversion as aforesaid in, over, or 
upon any adjoining or neighbouring premises belonging to the said person 
or oe ee of any act or thing done or suffered by any tenant of 
such adjoining or neighbouring premises, and that, notwithstanding any 
actual or constructive notice of such act or thing to the said person or 
persons.”” By a lease dated the 3rd of August, 1899, the plaintiff sublet 
the ood pepe = the a anes and included in the lease the 
covenant set out above. e Marylebone District Property Oo. acquired 
from the trustees a lease of certain property abutting upon the — 
let as above stated to the defendant Harrow, and proposed to erect 
thereon certain buildings which the defendant asserted would prove an 
obstruction to his ancient lights. He thereupon commenced the action 
of Harrow v. The Marylebone District Property Co. to assert his rights. 
laintiff White was not a party to that action, but was a director of 

'ylebone Co., and commenced the action of White v. Harrow in 
ler to obtain an injunction to restrain the de endant Harrow from 
gr heen buildings then being erected by the Marylebone Oo., and 
from g any easement of light over the proposed buildings. 
The plans of the proposed new buildings had been examined and 
sanctioned by the trustees of the Portland estate. It was admitted 
for the purposes of this motion that the proposed buil would 
interfere with the defendant Harrow’s lights. The plain relied 
upon the covenant contained in the lease and upon section 24 of the 
Judicature Act. The plaintiff, during the hearing of the motion, asked 
andobtained leave to amend their pleadings by entitling his notice of 
motion in the action of Harrow v. Phe Marylebone Co. as well as in the 
= tee v. Harrow. 

oxcr, J.—This case is curious. The lessee of 24, High-street, Maryle- 
bone, commenced an action on the 31st of October wh the Marylebone 
Property Oo. in order to restrain them from causing an 

For the p of this motion it 
interfere to some extent, 


The 
the 
order 


pe 
injury to his right of light. 
was admitted that the proposed buildings 
at least, with the light, but I am not at all sure that the interference 
can be of a serious nature. It now appears that the plaintiff in that action 


held by an underlease from White con’ the covenant in question. 
No doubt the covenant is not quite happily expressed. For the defendant 
it is urged that the covenant operates as @ desegation from the grant. I 
do not see it in that light. It was rather a limitation of the grant; and 
the covenant for quiet enjoyment does not affect it. That being so, how 


Would the case have stood before the Judicature Act? To institute an | was 


to restrain works is to ‘‘ object’ to them in a very forcible manner. 
Before the Act the plaintiff would have been entitled to an injunction to 
testrain the action, and that being so, having regard to section 24 of the 
Judicature Act, I think the plaintiff is entitled to have the proceedings in 
Harrow v, The Marylebone District Property Co. stayed, but the costs payable 
by the defendant shall be limited to such costs as he would have had to 
Pay if the motion had been only in that action.—Counsat, Hughes, K.C., 
Wave ; Younger, K.0., and Edward Ford, Sotactrons, Samuel Lithgow ; 

Cooper ¢ Bake. 

Reported by H. Cuavouron Scort, Barrister-at- Law. } 


in last Kekewich, J., held that an agreemen 
1896, and made between one 
—* the defendant Robertson, amounted to an agreement of pariner- 
and 
subsequent assignments the pro 
in the plaintiff Woods (who by the terms of his assignment was 
admitted to have no right to inspect the recipe), as to thres-eighths in 
the tiff Poisson, and as to three-eighths in the 
his lordship held that no existed 
and the defendant Turvey, and that consequently Poisson was not entitled 
to an account in respect of the business carried on by Turvey in the 
manufacture and sale of the remedy. 
entitled to make and sell the remedy for his own profit, but his lordshi 
gave no decision upon the plaintiff's claim in the action that he 
entitled to inspect and take a copy of the recipe. Liberty was 
apply. Both the plaintiff Poisson and the defendant Turvey deri 
interests under the defendant Robertson. The assignment to P as 
first in date, but he did not anes 3 copy, or any knowledge of, the 
t 


see my way to make the order asked for. My 
plaintiff could only succeed by shewing that he had some property, legal 
or equitable, in 
some contract exprers or implied for the production of it. It is not like 
the case of a title deed or copyright. Under the assignments prior to one 
in July, 1897, Poisson and 
remedy, but only under documeats which provided that they should not 
know 
became entitled to know the secret. The truth is that Poisson ought not to 
t have paid his money until he had seen the document, or he should have 
had inserted a covenant for its production. 


however, without prejudice to any subsequent appli 


BIGGAR (Claimant) 


CO; 

all to have issued to the 
In February, 1900, the company issued to the claimant 
accidents for £500. 
and canvasser of the company, named Coo 
—* uently the claimant 

m 
of the £500, they resisted the claim on the 
which the policy was granted con’ 
been material co 
Law Accident Uo., and the fact that he had 

the Law Accident Co. for the claimant, was not divulged 





POISSON AND WOODS v. ROBERTSON AND TURVEY. Joyce, J. 
23rd and 26th Nov. 


Secrer Remepy—Recipzs—Jowr Owners—Ricut or Oxe Jonr Ownge 


to Inspgcr Secret Recrrz 1v THE Hanps or ANoTHER Joint OWNER. 
This was a motion by the plaintiff in the action that he might be at 


liberty to inspect (and take copies of) the original recipe for the manu- 
secret or remed 


uaru”’ then in 
ef the action 
in March, 

Edwards, the former owner of “ Tacquaru,” 


ly known as “‘ 
—— of the defendant Turvey. Upon the * 
4 


between them. Roberteon was to act as 
was entitled to one-half of the profits. By a num of 
erty became vested as to two-eighths 


defendant Turvey. But 
between the plaintiff Poisson 


Both Poissou and Turvey were 


» Robertson handed over to 

recipe was written ; but it 

having become much worn by use, Turvey 
after he had taken a copy. This motion in the 


y' 
action was brought on under the liberty to apply. 
ordinary 


case, and I regret that I do not 


Joyce, J.—Thisis a most extra 
t impression is that the 


e piece of paper upon which the recipe was written, or 


oods had shares in what was called the secret 
the secret. It was only under the document of that date that Poisson 


Roberteon affected to assign 
to Turvey, who took without notice. Then at the trial of 


merely a declaration as to the interests of the parties 
the plaintiffs are in a difficult — in coming to ask the court now for 
a remedy which he failed to o 

my way to make a positive orderon Turvey to shew the paper. This is, 


then. For these reasons I do not see 


ication.—OouNsEL, 
Wright Taylor ; Hughes, K. O. and Harman. Souscrrons, Mawrice Moseley ; 


J. A. Maxwell. 


Reported by H. Ctavenroy Scort, Barrister-at-Law. ) 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
v. ROCK LIFE ASSURANCE CO. (Respondents). 
Wright, J. 27th Nov. 
InsuranceE—Accipent—PaincirAL AND AGENT—MUIssTATEMENT IN 
Proposa.. 


Special case stated ~ 6, arbitrator raising the i whether the 
were liable under a of insurance for which they were 
tiff. The case set out the followng facts : 


The proposal form had 
per, 


lost the sight of 
-water bottle, and when he applied 


tained false statements, 
ents. Oooper had 
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claimant £500 and the costs of the arbitration and of the award. If the 
court held otherwise, then his award was that nothing was due 
to the claimant, and that he should pay the respondents’ costs. For 
the claimant it was submitted that as Cooper was the agent of the 
insurance c »mpany the company could not rely upon his fraud as a defence : 
Bawden v. London, Edinburgh, and Glasgow Assurance Co. (1892, 2 Q. B. 584), 
Re Universal Fire Insurance Co. (L. R. 19 Eq. 485). for the respondents 
it was sought to shew that Cooper was only agent for the purpose of 
the proposal signed. If he did more and tilled up the proposal 
rm he did so as agent for the proposer. The claimant falsely and 
knowingly signed the declaration that ‘‘ no company has ever declined to 
assure me nor to renew my policy.”” New York Life Insurance Co.v. Fletcher 
(117 U. 8. Rep. 519) and Levy v. Scottish Employers’ Insurance Co. (17 Times 
L. R. 229) were cited. 

Wricxrt, J., held that the answer to the question asked by the arbitrator 
must be that the false statements contained in the proposal constituted a 
defence to the company, and judgment was accordingly entered for the 
respondents.—OounseL, Ernest Pollock; Pickford, K.O., and C. Herbert 
Smith. Soxtcrrors, Sharpe, Parker, § Co. ; Kendall, Price, § Francis. 

[Reported by Exsxinz Rerp, Barrister-at-Law. } 


REX v. MAYOR AND CORPORATION OF STEPNEY. Div. Court. 
21st and 22nd Nov. 
Compensation ror Loss or Orrice—Lonpon Government Act, 1899, s. 30 
—Practice or Treastry—Manpamus—ALTERNATIVE REMEDY. 

This was a rule nisi for a mandamus by Mr. Jutsum, who had been for 
many years town clerk of Stepney, calling on the corporation to assess the 
compensation due to him on the abolition of his office. By section 30 of 
the London Government Act of 1899, incorporating section 120 of the 
Local Government Act, 1888, if any office was abolished compensation 
was to be paid, such compensation not to exceed the amount laid down in 
the Rules of the Treasury for the Civil Service. An appeal to the — 
from the decision of the council lay within three months. Tae coun 
were directed to take all the circumstances in fixing the amount co be paid. 
Toe council ascertained from the Treasury that in fixing the amount to be 
paid as compensation for loss of office, it was the practice to deduct 25 
cent, in cases where the officer’s time was not fully employed. The council 
accordingly fixed the compensation to be paid by them on this footing. 
Mr. Jutsum protested and obtained a rule nisi on the ground that the 
council had not exercised their discretion. Counsel shewed cause against 
the rule and contended, firstly, that the council had properly exercised 
their discretion as laid down by the Act, and that if Mr. Jutsum 
was not satisfied he should have appealed to the Treasury; secondly, 
that the case fell within the rule laid down in Peebles v. The Oswaldtwistle 
Urban Council (45 W. R. 454 ; 1897, 1 Q. B. 688), that where a new obligation 
has been imposed by Act and a remedy provided, that remedy is the 
only one. ‘hey also cited Re Nathan (12 Q. B. D. 461). Oounsel in 
support of the rule contended that the Act had provided that the council 
should consider the matter, and after taking all matters into consideration 
assess the compensation, and as they had not done this, but merely followed 
the practice of the Treasury, a mandamus lay to compel them to perform 
their duty. They cited 2. v. Marsham (1892, 1 Q. B. 371) and R. v. Vestry 
of St. Pancras (38 W. R. 311, 24 Q. B. D. 371). 

Tae Cover (Lord Atvensrtong, O. J., and Dartivc and Onanneit, JJ.) 
made the rule nisi absolute. 

Lord Atverstong, O.J., said that in his opinion the council were 
mistaken in holding that the Treasury rules were binding on them. It was 
well established that if an inferior court does not entertain a case, a mandamus 
will be granted to compel it to act, and it was also established that a 
mandamus Gid not lie in cases where an equally convenient alternative 
remedy existed. The remedy of appeal to the Treasury was not in his 
opinion equally convenient. If the council had really exercised their 
discretion the mandamus would not have lain, but as they merely followed 
the practice laid down by the Treasury, and the applicant’s case had not 
been considered by the corporation, which was in the position of knowing 
all the facts, it must go. 

Daruirxe and Caanneztt, JJ., concurred. Rule nisi made absolute.— 
Counsen, Boydell Houghton ; Courthope-Munroe and Leese. Souicirors, Jutsum 
¢ Jones ; Edward Betteley. 


Reported by C. G. Witprauan, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


In the Matter of JOHN RANKIN (MAYOR OF THE BOROUGH OF NEW- 
BURY, BERKS) and In the Matter of THE MUNICIPAL CORPORATIONS 
ACT, 1882, Div.Court. 3rd Dec. 


Exectiow, Munictrat—Town Covuncittor—Eavauitry or Vores—Castina 
Vorz Rervsgep—Vacancy Unrittep—Manvamvs, 

Motion for a rule absolute for a mandamus directed to the returning 
officer of the north ward of the borough of Newbury, commanding him to 
hoid an election to fil a vacancy for the office of town councillor which 
occurred on the 20th of January last by the death of Councillor Adama. 
An election to fill the vacancy was held on the 24th of February, and it 
resulted in an equality of votes. The returning officer, under such circum- 
stances, had a casting vote, but he declined to give one, and ever since the 
office had been unfilled. The delay in making the present application 
arose from the fact that no notice had been given as required by statute by 
any burgess of the ward asking the mayor to take steps to have the 


Tue Cover (Lord Arvrusroxn, 0.J , and Dauntiwa, J.', having ascer- 
tained that the application was made by consent, granted a rule ubsolute 
for a mandamus, the election tv» be held on the 31st of December next.— 
pe — Mackarness. Borscirons, Park Nelson § Co., for F. Queckett Louch, 


e [Beported by Busxixz Raw, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re A SOLICITOR. C. A. No 1. 27th Nov. 


Soricrror— Practisinc CertiricATE—Recistrar or Soxicrrors—Discremy 
to Reruss Orrtiricate—Soxicirors Act, 1843, ss. 23, 24. 


This was an appeal by a solicitor from a decision of a Divisional Com 
(Lord Alverstone, C.J., and Darling and Chanuell, JJ.) refusing to ong 
the Incorporated Law Society, as the Registrar of Solicitors, to issue to hig 
an annual practising certificate. The appellant was admitted a solicity 
in 1871, and since that time he had until this year taken out om, 
tinuously his practising certificate. He was still on the roll of 
solicitors, and no application had ever been made for his remoy 
from it. On the 11th of November, 1901, he applied to the Incorpotaty 
Law Society for a renewal of his practising certificate, but the s 
refused his application on the ground that he was an undisch 
bankrupt. He then applied to Jelf, J., at chambers to order the society 
to grant the certificate. Jelf, J., considering himself bound by a decisin 
of Wills and Ridley, JJ., in the case of Re An Application under th 
Solicitors Act, 1843 (80 L. T. 720, 15 Times L. R. 314), refused th 
application. On appeal, the Divisional Court affirmed the refusal of th 
judge. The appellant now appealed to the Court of Appeal. 

Tue Court (Coriins, M.R., and Srmurme and Martuew, L.JJ.) allowed 
the appeal. 

Cotims, M.R., said the question was whether the Registrar of Soliciton 
had a diecretion under section 23 of the Solicitors Act, 1843, to refuse ty 
grant an annual practising certificate. That section said that the registra 
should grant the certificate unless he should see cauee, and have reason ty 
believe, that the party applying for it was not upon the roll of soliciton, 
Except in that one case the obligation on the registrar was absolute. Nor, 
in his opinion, could it be said that section 24 modified the peremptoy 
naturé of the mandate imposed on the registrar by section 23. Section 4 
provided that, in case the registrar should decline to issue a certificate, the 
par y applying for it might apply to a judge, who should make such orderin 
the matter as should be just. The registrar had jurisdiction under section 
23 to hold an inquiry into facts: if any difficulty arose as to a question d 
identity, and the judge had jurisdiction under section 24 to review bis 
decision in such a case, In the case which had been cited, Wills, J, 
thought that the word ‘‘ just ’’ in section 24 had reference to the interesls 
of the public, and that in a case like the present the court might thinki 
con to those interests that a certificate should be granted. He could 
not agree with that judgment, and he thought that the registrar hadw 
jurisdiction to exercise a discretion, and that the appeal must be allowed, 

Srretmc and Marnew, L.JJ., concurred.—CounszL, Page, K. O., snd 
Muir Mackenzie ; Asquith, K.C., and F. W. Hollams, Soxtcrror, Solicitors 
the Law Society. 

(Reported by F. G. Riicxen, Barrister-at-Law. | 


SOLICITORS ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLIS 


4 Nov.—Atrrep BurrerrizLtp (Grantham, Lincolnshire). 

4 Nov.—JosgrH Epmunp Suepparp Kine (Finsbury-pavement, E.0), 

4 Nov.—JoHun Wruis Sxore (168, Olapham-road). 

4 Nov.—Freperick Arkinson (Hastings, Sussex). 

4 Nov.—Freprnick Txomas Pzarson (101, Ohurch-road, Hove, an 
New Shoreham). 


SOLICITORS ORDERED TO BE SUSPENDED. 


4 Nov.—Atrzm Wriu1m Boopiz (Swindon), suspended for twer 
months. 

4 Nov.—Joszru Sapiex Loverr (Cricklade, Wilts), suspended for th 
months. 

4 Nov.—Epwin Tuomas Lascenies (67, Fore-street, E. O.), suspeniel 
for six months. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
ENLARGEMENT or Socrety’s Buripina. 


A special general meeting of the Incorporated Law Society was held@ 
the Suciety’s Hall, Chancery-lane, on Friday, the 29th ult., the Presidest 
Sir Henry Fowler, G.O.8.I., M.P., taking the chair. The follows 
members of the Council were present: Sir A. K. Rollit, M.P. (Vie 
President), Mr. Henry Attlee, . Charles Mylne Barker, Mr. Jam# 
Samuel Beale, Mr. Edmund Kell Blyth, Mr. Ebenezer John Bristow, ih 
John Wreford Budd, Mr. Charles Cheston, Mr, Robert Cunliffe, Mr. Robt 
Ellett (Cirencester), Mr. William Godden, Mr. William Howard Gray, it 
John Edward Gray Hill (Liverpool), Mr. Henry Edward Gribble, & 
William Jobn Humfrys (Hereford), Mr. John Hollams, Mr. Henry Jam 
Johnson, Mr. Stephen Henham King (Maidstone), Mr. Frank 
Parker, Mr. Hichard Pennington, Mr. Thomas Rawle, Mr. Willa 
Melmoth Walters, Mr. William Howard Winterbotham, Mr. 
Witham, and the following extraordinary members, Mr H. Baines (Bett 
Bucks, and Oxford Law Society) and Mr. F. Watts (Devon and Mx 
Law Society). 

The Paxswent said: Gentlemen,—This is a special meeting of 
—— called to consider on important question, and perhaps T had 
introduce the matter to you by reading the resolution which 1 propow! 
move for your acceptance. It is as follows : ‘ That this meeting au 
the Council to into effect the additions to and alterations in # 
society’s —* general nature of which is stated in the repott 
the 3rd of May, 1901, printed in the appendix to the annual report for 
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1901, and in the plans submitted to this meeting, with power, if need 
to make such further modifications as the Council may think expedient, 
and approves and concurs in the Council borrowing a sum not exceeding 
£45,000 on mortgage or charge of the real and personal property of the 
society, or any part thereof respectively, or by the issue of debentures on 
mch terms as the Council may think expedient.’”? This question has 
occupied the attention of the Council more or less for a considerable time, 
icularly as to the present condition of the internal accommodation 
of the society and also with reference to the addition of a part of the 
society's property which was acquired some years since, bat which has 
never yet been utilized, and upon which, either for this purpose 
or in some other mode, a considerable amount of money may have to 
be spent before very long. This is a question which it is now desired 
be properly brought before the whole body of the members and con- 
sidered fully. I have no doubt you are aware, but asa matter of form I 
will repeat it for the information of those who may not be so fully 
acquainted with it, what is the position of this building at the present 
time. This building and the site on which it is erected represents a period 
of long continued progress, of extension and expansion, during which the 
society between the years 1832 and 1872, a period of forty years, and which 
really covers what I may call the physical history of this building, the 
society has spent a sum of £163,400. That is not a question as to what the 
value of the property is, but I should venture to think that, so far as the 
puilding itself is concerned and its site, it is worth a great deal more than 
what it has cost the society. The site and building stand in our books 
at what they cost, £136,000. The library, furniture, and ma 
-the furniture is not a very important item perhaps—but the 
library and maps do form altogether a very important and 
valuable asset. They have cost us £27,400, and the most satisfactory 
feature is that this has been paid by the society out of the annual 
income of the society by wise and prudent finance, and I may say 
in passing, finance so ably controlled for so many years by Mr. 
Pennington. The last instalment of the debt was wiped out in 1900, and 
we are now the unincumbered owners of this property. I have now to come 
toafter 1900. Of course, while the debt was weighing down the society, 
more or less, the Council was naturally indisposed to make any proposition 
for increasing the outlay upon the building beyond what was absolutely 
necessary. But in 1901 the Council directed the secretary to very 
fally consider the whole case and report to them with regard to 
it. The Council then delegated his proposition and also the proposition 
of various other members of the society to a stro committee 
which dealt with the question and made their report in the month of May. 
I must trouble you with one or two quotations from the report, as really the 


‘ facts of the case are most accurately stated in that report. The committee 


called attention to the fact that in consequence of the society having 
decided to discontinue the club, and the question was closely connected 


with that of the new buildings—but I will just read to you oneor two 
extracts from the committee’s report : ‘‘ The question of the club is closely 
connected with that of the new buildings, because, as the secretary 
suggests in his memorandum, and as the committee a the rooms now 
occupied by the club are those which it is most desirable to appropria 


iate to 
the uee of the officers and staff, and because the details of the new building 
tcheme must to some extent depend upon whether any, and if so, what 
vision is to be made in the way of club or common rooms. It should, 
owever, be stated that even if no accommodation of that kind were 
required the committee are of opinion that the time has come when, in 
the interests of the society, it is desirable that better office arrangements 
should be made for the staff, and that the part of the society’s premises 
in Ohancery-lane and Oarey-street now let off as shops should be taken in 
hand and made available for the use of members of thesociety.’’? The meeting 
will not want me to take up their time unnecessarily ; but I may say that 
the Council and the eecretary also are satisfied that we must have for the 
convenience of carrying on the business of the society a re-arrangement of 
and an addition to the rooms which the staff require. The committee say 
this: ‘ At the present time the various business departments are scattered, 
ill-arranged, aud quite insufficient for the proper, convenient, and eco- 
nomical discharge of the duties which fall upon the Council, its com- 
mittees and staff ’’ There are also other instances ; we want more library 
toom, and that also is part of this scheme. The committee to whom this 
matter was entrusted obtained plans, and these plans have been cir- 
culated amongst the members of the society. But the committee 
make suggestions in which there is a very able scheme for setting 
free additional rooms for conference purposes, arbitration rooms, and 
for the Discipline Committee and staff, and the whole of the clerical 
staff, and no doubt for the better and more convenient carrying 
on of the work of the society. And also the committee considered, 
I have no doubt, and considered very wisely, the eral fact that the 
shops belonging to the society are very wanting an architectural 
point of view, and the absolute certainty that they must be puiled down 
eo The committee in their report go into various details with 
Which I will not troable you, but they practically work out with this 
result, that the amount they estimate to be expended for the new buildings, 
including all the fittings and furniture, lighting, heating, and ever 
of that sort, ie £40,000. ‘The details are considerably under the £40, , and 
I think that £40,000 ought to be an ample estimate of what would be 
expended if you desire to adopt the plans. Now we come to the practical 
part of the business, I sup What is this going to cost the society in 
meal or in malt? If the p of the committee are accepted, the financial 
Position will be this: Assuming there is an additional diture of 
£40,000, of course interest on that will have to be provided. There 
will be a diminution of income, for the rents which are at present 
Tetived from the property which would be absorbed would no longer 


_%me in. There would ®)so be increased expense in maintenance, for you 





could not add to buildings in this way without incurring this. Then there 
would be additional rates -they always increase whatever happens, and 
when the building is completed you may depend upon it there will bea 
very considerable outlay in that respect. The committee made, I think, 
a very fair estimate of all this, a liberal allowance on both sides of that 
account ; and they have come to the conclusion that the ultumate result 
would be, after paying the interest on the £40,000 and after providing for 
the additional cost to which I have referred and also taking credit for the 
small sum of £400 a year which they. think may be obtained for rent 
for rooms not at S wanted for the purpose of the society; that 
the annual cost to the society can be put at about £2,600 or £2,700. I donot 
think we should be very extravagant if we put that down at £3,000. And 
the question you have to look at is whether the income of the society can 
afford to pay that amount. The committee in that very fully, 
and I will read you what they say upon that question. They take the 
income of the society for the last few years and tney shew that going back 
certainly for four or five years or even more, back at all eveats to 
1896, there has been a gradual increase in the surplus which would cover 
this expenditure. Of course we are looking forward to an increase in the 
income of the society from additional members. When the original scheme 
of this building was started I do not suppore the membership was one- 
third of what it 1s now. It might even have been a considerably less 
figure, and of course the requirements of the society, both internal and 
external, must be expected to increase in proportion. What the Council put 
before you is the resolution which I have read to you, which has the usual 
power of discretion awarded to the Council with reference to not bei 
tied and bound to all the details. The Council of course would be bo 
not to exceed the sum mentioned in the resolution, and their powers would 
be clearly limited to the wording of the resolution. I hope I have put 
the case before you as fairly and as clearly as possible. I am bound to tell 
you there has been difference of opinion on this, as on many other 
questions, in the Council. You do not suppose that thirty or forty gentlemen 
could debate such a subject without some divergence of opinion But 
the decided majority of the Council are in favour of the scheme, and we 
now submit it to you for you to discuss and deal with as you may think 
proper. I might say that the Council took the trouble of ascertaining as 
far as they could the views of the vincial law societies upon this 
question. They thought it a proper thing todoso. The were 
sent to all the provincial law soci:ties because, though a London question 
primarily, in some sense the matter affected the whole society, and the 
Council as far as possible ascertained what were the views of the whole 
constituency. An overwhelming mejority did not oppose it or support it ; 
they did not object to it, and I suppose the meaning was they left it to 
be settled here. The Chester Law Society approved of it, Berks, Bucks, 
and Uxon approved, Manchester approved, Oardiff approved, Kent 
declined to express any opinion, Birmingham approved, Shropshire 
approved, Hampsbire declin to express an opinion, Yorkshire 
approved, Hereford would not express an opinion, nor did Liverpool, 
Dorset approved, Monmouth approved, Sussex approved, Derby thought 
that no part should be reserved fora class of members, even if they 
paid a bigher subscription, and Wolverhampton expressed no opinion. So 
that we have taken every opportunity of ing the views of the 
society. And now you must deal with it. I formally move the resolution. 
I will ask Mr. Ellett, my predecessor in the chair, and who was president 
in the year when the subject was more fully discursed, and who really 
knows more about it than I do, to second the motion. 

Mr. Rosert Exxzrr (Cirencester, Chairman of the Committee) said he 
ro:e with much satisfaction to obey the request of the President to second 
the motion which he had placed before the meeting. He was quite sure 
that he expressed the feeling of every member of the society when he said 
how glad he was that this important question, which they as members of 
the society now had to decide, a question whica marked, he thought, an 
epoch in the history of the society, had been brought forward. That step 
had been taken under the guidance of the President, Sir Henry Fowler. 
He seconded the motion on two grounds, on the ground of necessity 
and on the ground of expeciency. There could be no doubt of the 
necessity for some such scheme as that which the Council now placed 
before them. It did happen, as Sir Henry Fowler had mentioned, 
that his recent close official connection with the business of the society 
enabled him t> speak, and he thought it was his duty to speak, clearly as to 
what his experience had been in that re-poct. Me entirely agreed in the 
language ot the report of the committee tnat the present arrangemen‘s for 
the staff of the society were wholly inadequate for tae business which 
now had to be performed. The — of the business in recent years had 
been enormous. The staff had necessarily increased in size, and no 
provision whatever had been made by the society to cope with 
additional work thus thrown upon the Council so far as the provision of 
office accommodation went. And the result at this moment was that the 
staff was scattered about the building in a manner so puzsting and 
inconvenient that he ventured to say there was no one —— who would 
be content to carry on the business of his own office for twelve months 
under circumstances so disadvan’ 
room were constantly turned out, regularly turned 
make way for committees and matters of that kind. The 
society had no place where he could meet and discuss 
members who desired to see him 
the society. There was no se 
The only room which the por 
by the assistant secretary, and th 
owed so much and who for so long 
was driven from pillar to post just as the circumstances 
the moment. Then the president of the society was even off 
Mr Williamson, because Mr. Willi:mson could, by summarily ¢j 
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the assistant ** put himself in that room. But the president, 
who did not feel able within the experience of one short twelve 
months to execute a writ of ejectment of that kind, found himself 
in the ition of being absolutely without any place in which he 
could sit down to do his correspondence, to draft a report, to 
confer with the secretary, or to do any other of the multitude of 
things that the president had to do during his time of office. He 
asked whether that was a reasonable or sensible state of things. Well, 
this was not new. This was not the first time when the question had risen. 
In the year 1894 a report was prepared stating the causes of complaint in 
almost identical terms, and the report at the time enlarged more fully 
perhaps than the present report upon the inadequacy of the library 
accommodation. That was a matter of the very greatest importance to the 
society at large. The society had a magnificent library, and that 
library was wholly insufficiently housed, the books were piled away in a 
fashion which made it very difficult to get at them, and there was no 
proper facility for members to use the library for the purpose of research. 
What the committee said now was what the old committee said in 1894— 
namely, that the library must be considerably enlarged. There was no 
doubt, he believed, in the mind of any member of the Council in 1894 
that an important addition to the accommodation provided by the society’s 
buildings was absolutely necessary, but the consideration of the accommo- 
dation was postponed, and it was postponed in deference to one 
material fact, which was that at the time the srociety was in 
debt. It was advisedly that the Oouncil postponed taking 
up this scheme until the debt should be paid off. The debt was 
paid off in the year 1900, and this large property was, as Sir Henry Fowler 
had said, entirely unincumbered. Sinogularly enough it was simultaneously 
with the discharge of the debt, which in itself would naturally have brought 
this question before the Council again—it was at that moment that the 
resolution was passed in the society’s hall which necessitated the recon- 
sideration of the question of accommodation for refreshment within the 
building. Therefore in considering the question the Council had to direct 
their attention, not merely to the increased accommodation for the staff, 
but also to consider what would be necessary to give effect to the desires of 
the members in reference to rooms for refreshment. He was not going at 
all into the details of the question. It was not necessary that they should 
do so at this meeting, but this much he would say, that so far as the 
Council at present had had the opportunity of ascertaining the general 
views of the members it was clear there was a very general desire that 
there should be arrangements of some kind for the convenience of 
those who desired to take refreshment within the building. The 
nature of the accommodation would have to be carefully considered 
hereafter. But so long as that desire continued, and he believed it 
did exist to a very large extent, it would, of course, be considered 
ia connection with any action such as was now proposed. That being 
the position, the nature of the scheme had been very clearly put before the 
members by the Council. It was not at all necessary to go minutely into 
the details. The plans had been circulated, and the details he had no 
doubt were in the minds of some of those present, but it might assist the 
meeting ia coming to a conclasion if he very shortly recalled what were 
the maim and leading features of the scheme. In the first place it was to 
transfer the staff from the various portions of the building where it was 
now located into the series of rooms which at present were occupied for 
refreshment oses. That arrangement would concentrate tne staff 
more effectually, and place the whole business of the society more conveni- 
ently within the observation of its chief officer than any other arrangement 
which had been suggested ; and that was what the Council proposed to do. 
The next question was the library, and in order to obtain the required 
addition to the library it became necessary to take in the houses in 
Oarey-street so as to lengthen in that direction the present library 
accommodation. The third feature of the scheme was that by a very 
simple connection between the enlarged library and the existing Kxamina- 
tion Hall the Council would be enabled to utilize a very large part of the 
, the site of which cost a great deal of money, but which was at 

present to a large extent wasted, because it was only used a few times io 
the year for examination purposes. By connecting that with the enlarged 
library they would be able to accommodate there the law students and the 
clerks of members using the library, and eo would get the relief which was 
needed in the present library, and the books would be properly shelved 
instead of being stacked away as they were at present. ‘I'he remainder of 
the new space, which would be considerable, could be applied in various 
ways. In the first place it would afford all the space that was needed for 
any kind of refreshment accommodation which had been suggested, or 
which was likely to be suggested, by the members. If it was the desire of 
the members that there should continue to be certain rooms appropriated to 
those who desire one class of refreshment, and in respect of which they were 
to make further payment, and that there should be other rooms, 

equally convenient and corofortable, in respect of which no further payment 
by way of subscription was necessary, all that could be done in the scheme 
before the meeting. That it would also afford opportunity for holding a 
variety of meetings of kindred societies within the building was a circum- 
stance which they would all regard as important and interesting. There 
were several societies with which in one way or other most of those present 
* —2 such as —* — ed — —— cron eee ge pal 
Registrars of County Courts, the Justices’ Olerks’ Society, the Law 
Students’ Debating Society. They all would be glad of accommodation 
j But he couid speak from personal 

regard to the meetings of some of these societies 

t one never knew to what part of the building 

one be sent to find them, and usually they met under circum- 
stances of vry great inconvenience. All these difficulties would be 
* pea@ily- removed if the accommodation could be provided which 





— 
the scheme suggested. There was finally the consideration that 
the society had taken these oe in—and they must 
them in for the enlargement of the library—in order to give 
tectural completeness to the present building it would probably } 


desirable that a second floor should be added. All the accommodation 
had referred to was accommodation given on the ground and first 
The second floor would not be required by the society at present, butijy 


Council did not see how it was possible to provide the required accommo, 
tion on the ground and first floors without carrying the building upt, 
second floor also. But there would be no difficulty in letting off any 
provided there which the society did not require. He had no doubt thy 
the rooms there would be capable of being let off on remunerative term, 
and he was sure they would all regret if any steps were now taken whid 
failed to complete the architectural effect of the building; the 
erected Record Office, the bank on the opposite side of Oarey-street, thy 
Law Fire Office, these were all their close neighbours, and they really wey 
in such excellent company that it was quite time they made the appearang 
of their own building better adapted for the company surrounding it. 
had a magnificent site and he hoped the result of the scheme would 
that the society would have a building which would be worthy of the sy 
and worthy of the society. The president had very properly attach 
i uestion of finance, and no doubt it was a matter whid 
d take earnestly to heart, because he could atsure they 
there was no member of the Council who could be less anxious than th 
members of the society themselves must be to see that no money was spent 
unnecessarily and that the society got full value for its money. It hai 
been pointed out by the president that the loss of income involved in th 
scheme according to the estimates he had placed before them mighth 
taken at from £2,600 to £3,000 per annum. The president, although h 
had referred the meeting to the report of the committee, had not toi 
them that the average surplus income from 1897 to last 
inclusive had been but just under £5,000 a year—£4,978, and th 
Council were only asking that a capital outlay should be incursl 
involving an annual charge upon that of about £2,600, lea 
still a very handsome margin indeed of surplus income. The society 
been paying off from the old debt during the period from 1894 at the rat 
on an average of £2,571 per annum. Therefore practically the Oound 
were only asking the members to commit themselves to a scheme involymg 
just about the same annual charge as had been applied out of the society’ 
income for years past in — off the principal of the old debt. Whi 
alternatives were there? He need not say the Council had very carefully 
considered that subject, and if there were schemes which would fulfil th 
objects in view, and yet involve less expense, the Council would glady 
have adopted some one of them. But the trath was that the Council hal 
had no plan before them less costly which would have supplied the accom. 
modation required, and he felt sure that the society at large would think 
it the greatest of mistakes if they were to enter upon this matter ins 
partial and incomplete manner. ‘When they took it up, let them take 
a scheme, not necessarily to be carried out every step at once, but let then 
work from that time upon a scheme which designed and intended in ik 
plan to give all the required accommodation in a manner with which 
would not be afterwards dissatisfied. The only alternative which really 
been before the Council was to move the staff from their present scattered 
places into the present club premises, and that simply meant losin 
altogether any kind of arrangement for serving refreshments within th 
building. They had heard so much of what was the desire of membersin 
that respect that they could not suppose for one moment that the memben 
would wish to accommodate the staff on these conditions. Whilst th 
Council wera, therefore, perfectly sure that the members desired that th 
staff should be adequately provided for, they wished to do this unde 
conditions which at the same time would give the opportunity for obtainig 
refreshment which the members desired. He had said it was not neceseay 
to carry out every part of the work at once. It was quite obvious it mus 
be done by instalments, because the Council contemplated carrying on i 
whole business of the society on the premises during the alteration 
Therefore, in the nature of thiags, they must proceed very graduilly, 
and it might take some considerable time before the scheme could 
effectually carried out. That, to his mind, was only a reason ft 
making à commencement as speedily as possible. It had bea 
sometimes suggested to the Council that, by involving themselves ia 
this expenditure, they might cripple their power to undertake othe 
useful functions of the society. The figures he had quoted shewed thi 
that fear was, as far as the Council could judge, unfounded. No om 
would regret more bitterly than he any step that should hamper ti 
Council in giving effect to the wishes of the society on the great 
important question of legal education, but the Council believed th 
finances of the society, properly managed, were adequate to do not only 
all that could be done to foster and aid the cause of legal education, bu 
also to carry out the scheme they were inviting the members to sanctio 
The society must either progress or it must go backward. There wast 
such thing in the life of an institution, any more than in the life of # 
individual, as standing still. ‘The Oouncil wese making arr 
which they hoped would result in a large accession of members ¥ 
the society. Surely it was wise that they should now put thet 
house in order, so that with the accession of members and the consequéll 
addition to the work of the society these extra functions might 
adequately discharged, and not the difficulties and restrictiow 
which at present incumbered them. He asked the meeting in conclus@ 
to put before them the example of their predecessors. The president bai 
to some extent referred to it. The first £50,000 of money which ¥# 
required for the purpose of starting the society, and the purpose of # 
society’s buildings, was found amongst the original subscribers who tok 
shares, the greater part of which were ultimately surrenderstl for @ 
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of the society. From 1848 to 1872 the north and the south 
added to the original building. Exclusive of the contents the 
ing of these two portions involved an expenditure of about £48,000, 
g that time a loan existed, and notwithstanding that their predecessors 
the courage to go on with the work, with the result that the society 
now an unincumbered property of the value of £170,000. He would 
the members to avail themselves of the —— which the motion 
afforded of encouraging the Council to go on with the work to which they 
set their hand. 
= W. P. W. Purtimore (London) said he rose for the purpose of 
formally opposing the motion, not that he was altogether in disagreement, 
put because it gave one a better opportunity of passing one or two friendly 
qiticisms upon the scheme. In the first place it seemed to him that the 
Council had been somewhat premature in bringing the motion before the 
society to-day. There were tworeasons—first, that the plans had not beencir- 
culated amongst the members except ina very perfunctory way by being placed 
on tables in the hall ; and secondly, the Council had not ascertained whether 
there was any real and sufficient ground for supposing that any refreshment 
accommodation was required by the members. He had a circular in his 
hand which had been issued by the society recently, asking whether the 
members would pay one or two guineas for the club, and they were asked 
to send in their answers by the 3rd of December. He thought it would 
pave been better to have postponed the consideration of the subject until 
the 3rd of December, by which time the Council would have had some 
definite information. Hedid not raise the point in any captious spirit, 
but he was strongly of opinion that all the information on the subject 
ought to be before them before the plans were agreed to. He would 
like to know whether the tentative experiment of a tea-room 
had succeeded. ‘There was to his mind no possible question but that 
improved accommodation was required in the society’s buildings for 
several purposes. What the president had said as to the accommodation 
forthe staff might be taken as a great feature of the question. 
But there were two points upon which the proposed plans did not 
meet the requirements of the society. First of all, there was that 
of the library. The accommodation proposed for the library was 
really inadequate. He would have been glad to have seen increased 
accommodation given to that part, because he felt that within a very few 
, notwithstanding the large increase proposed, the society would still 
fein the same position as at present in that respect. There was another 
int. Having regard to the fact that the society was a centre of the 
legal rofession for the whole of the country, and that the building was 
now dose to the Law Courts, which it was not until a comparatively few 
years since, it was very much to be regretted that there was no accommo- 
dation of some very large hall that might be made a common meeting- 
ground for solicitors and their clients. For those who had offices in the 
immediate neighbourhood, of course, such accommodation would be com- 
= useless, but it would be a very great convenience for the large 
y of the members whose offices were away in other parts of London, 
and especially for the country members, that they could have some large 
hall in which their clients could meet them without fear of restriction for 
conference and so forth without trespassing upon other parts of the 
building. He believed this was tried in the early history of the society, 
and that it was not appreciated by solicitors and their clients at that time. 
He thought, however, that there was the very good reason that the building 
did not at that time fill the requirements of a central organization for 
wlicitors. The courts were away at Westminster, and it was therefore 
unnecessary and useless to have such a general meeting-room. If the 
Council were to take that point into consideration he thought it would be 
ta service to country members to know there was a place where they 


meet and make appointments with their clients without having to | d 


— on their London agents and so forth. He only hoped the work 
be executed for the sum the president had suggested as adequate. 
They were all pretty well experienced with regard to architects’ estimates. 
These did not usually err on the side of being excessive, and if the architect 
id they were going to spend £40,000 the probability was that the 
society was committed to ‘an expenditure of something like £60,000. 
* Prestpent observed that the plans were sent to all the country law 
es, 
Mr. Pumtimore thought it would have been better if they had been 
circulated to all the members. 
The Prestpenr remarked that that would mean 7,000 copies. He then 
the motion, pointing out that it gave the Council power to make such 
er modifications in the plans as they might think expedient, upon 
Which he laid great stress. 
The motion was unanimously adopted. 


UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


Dec. 2.—Mr. E. F. Spence in the chair.—The Hon. Mr. Justice Swinfen 
Eady and Mr. W. J. Bull, M.P., were unanimously elected as vice-presidents. 
Mr. J. Wylie then moved “ That the decision in New London and Brazilian 
Bank ¥. Brocklebank (21 Ch. D. 302) would not have been correct if the 
Company bad been informed at the time of registering the defendants that 

Were trustees’’: see Briggs v. Bradford Banking Co. (12 App. Cas. 29) 

Re Perkins (24 Q. B. D. 613). Mr. R. D. Workman opposed. There 

tpoke: Messrs. P. Aylen, H. Procter, E. F. Spence, P. B. Walmaley, 

P.M. Guedalla, J. W. Weigall, and W. J. Chamberlain, Mr. Wylie 
The motion was lost by six votes. 





The Lord Chief Justice (Lord Alverstone) and Mr. Justice Joyce will be 
the Christmas Vacation judges, the former taking the firet and the 
latter the second half of the Vacation. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Dexzatine Socrery.—Dec. 3.—Chairman, Mr. H. G. 
Barrett.—The subject for debate was: “That the case of Farquharson 
Brothers § Co. v. King ¢ Co. (1901, 2 K. B. val was wrongly decided.” 
Mr. H. Hamilton Fox opened in the a ive; Mr. Ak. 
seconded in the affirmative. Mr. A. B. Bussell opened in the ive; 
Mr. Weller seconded in the negative. The following members also : 
Mesers. Pleadwell, Nash, Steven, a Chapman, 
and Winatt. Mr. Hamilton Fox having replied, the chairman summed up, 
and on the vote being taken the motion was lost by six votee. 


BremincHam Law Srupenta’ Socizery.—The members of the above society 
held 4 * —— iy | * amma Law —s_ Society on Tu 
evening . A. y presiding. tera appropriate 
of welcome to the Manchester students, the following moot point was 
diecussed: ‘‘ A testator bequeaths his resid personal estate to A., B., 
and C., in equal shares. A. dies in testator’s lifetime, with tial 
lapse. Is there an in as to this share?” The s 
aihuastie were Messrs. W. O. Camm, E, Walker and J. W. Hallam 
— ery and J. Lustgarten and H. Porritt-Cain (Manchester) 
—* — * in oy Well, Coley and 3 F. B. then —— Main- 

ice (Manchester), W. H. ee ). After 
a most concise and impartial summing up by the chairman 
was decided in the affirmative by a — mm a j 
then made to the Great Western Hotel, where 
of, and at nine o’clock a short but enjo smokin 
through. The toast list included ‘‘ The King,” pro 
‘*The Manchester Law Students’ Society,’’ sad B 
Students’ Society.”” The vocal and instrumental music which formed part 
of the programme was ably sustained by Messrs. 7 Stratton, 
Joseph Morris (Midland Institute), Willis, Crisford, J, Lustgarten (Man- 
chester), W. H. Kimpton, and T. F. Duggan. Altogether 0 bones ond 
enjoyable evening was brought to a close by the toast of ‘“‘ The Cha “J 
carried with musical honours. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. R. D. Ricuanps, solicitor, of Barmouth, has been appointed 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Richards was admitted in 1889. 


Mr. W. Encusn Harrison, K.C., of the South-Eastern Circuit, has been 
appointed Vice-Chairman of the General Council of the Bar, in succession 
te Mr. C. M. Warmington, K.C., who was recently appointed Chairman of 
the Council. 

Mr. Reoratp N. Roaers, solicitor, of Falmouth, has been appointed 
Clerk to the Falmouth Board of Guardians. 

Mr. Joun Henry Davinson, solicitor, of the firm of Branson & Son, 
9, Bank-street, Sheffield, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 


Mr. Auserr ve Rurzen, Chief Magistrate of the Metropolitan Police- 
courts, has received the honour of Knighthood. 


Mr. Rurzrr E. O. Kerrie has been appointed . ee of the 
Metropolitan Police-courts, in the place of Sir Lushington, 
eceased. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLvurions. 

Granvitte Sura and Enpwarp Coremay, solicitors (Granville Smith 
& Co.), lately at 16, Leadenhall-street, but now at 12, King William-street, 
London. Nov. 30. The said Edward Coleman will in future carry 
on the eaid business alone on his own account. [ Gazette, Dec. 3. 


GENERAL. 


It is announced that the Court Order Department of the Royal Courts of 
Justice will cease to exist as a separate office after the 11th of January next, 
when it will be merged in the Crown Office. 

After rehearing several cases in the Whitechapel County Court 
Wednesday, says the Daily Mail, Judge Bacon he was satisfied that 

ials in that court was only nan saa = 
subordination of perjury. The day’s proceeding been a shocking 
illustration of the mode in which evidence could be got to support the case 
of any plaintiff or defendant. 

On Wednesday, in Court of Appeal No. 2, says the Zimes reporter, in 
consequence of the darkness of the atmosphere, and the very insuf- 
ficient lighting of the court, great inconvenience was experienced by 
the bar, especially by these who were engaged in the work of reporting. 
And, he Lord Justice Vaughan Williams, when of 
King’s counsel at the time of ex parte motions, said that he co 
though he was unable to see him. It may be hoped that 
be taken of the approaching Christmas vacation 
ment in the lighting 
be very inefficient. So far as 
that of the expense) in in 


cluster of lam; — 
be suggested aa uable addition. 
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The following notice has been issued relative to shorthand notes in the 
Probate Division: ‘‘ Misunderstanding frequently arising as to the parties 
being able to obtain transcripts of the official notes, it is hereby announced 
i) t a full note is taken by the official shorthand writer in every case 

in this division, and (2) that. under the terms of his appointment, 
parties, as heretofore, can (either during or at the close of such trial), on 
application to him obtain a transcript of such note, or any part thereof, on 
the usual terms, should they so desire.—F. H. Jeune, President. 29th 
November, 1901.” 


A Paper issued this week contains the correspondence which has taken 
place relative to the proposed establishment of a Final Court of Colonial 
A Mr. Obamberlain, in a letter dated the 10th of August last, 


to the Governor-Generals of Canada and Australia and the 
Governors of Newfoundland, the Cape of Good Hope, Natal, and New 
Zealand, states that the result of the conference with the delegates of the 
Colonies concerned has been to shew that no far-reaching alteration in the 
—— tribunal is desired or would be considered satisfactory by the 
lonies generally, and so long as the Colonies are of that opinion his 
Majesty’s Government do not propose to make any material changes for 
the establishment of an — Court of Appeal. 


In the City of London Court, on the 28th ult., says the Times, an 
application was made to Mr. Lumley Smith, K.0., by Mr. Hook, solicitor, 
in the case of Hood v. Muddock, to revive a practice which had been obsolete 
during the forty years that Mr. Commissioner Kerr had been the judge ef 
the court. Heasked the judge for leave to serve a judgment summons 
out of the jurisdiction of the court. The acting registrar explained that 
the learned commissioner had with only two exceptions always refused to 
make defendants come up from the country to London to attend judgment 
summonses because of the expense of the railway journey. Mr Lumley 
Smith, K.C., saw no harm in reviving the practice, more particularly 
considering that the defendant would only have to come from Harrow, and 
the application was granted. 


No subject is more often litigated, says the Central Law Journal, than 
that of the liability of telegraph companies for negligent delivery of 
messages. The rule is that in all cases delivery must be made to the 
addressee or his authorized agent. The difficulty is not, however, in the 
rule itself as in its application. In the recent case of Western Union v. 
Hendricks (63 8. W. Rep. 341), the Supreme Oourt of Texas held 
that where a telegraph message is addressed to a person residing 
in the country in care of a resident of the town, th of whom 
are temporarily in another town, and a special price is paid to 
secure its delivery, the delivery to the partner of the latter is in- 
sufficient,but it should be delivered at the residence of the addressee. 
In the case of Western Union v. Tressall (98 Ind. 556), however, it was held 
that there was an implied authority on the part of a hotel clerk to receive 
a telegram for a guest, and the company cannot be held responsible for 
the clerk in failing to deliver it. On the other hand, in the case of Western 
Union v. Jackson (46 8. W. Rep 279), it was held that though a telegram 
is directed m care of a certain person, the company must use diligence to 
deliver to the addressee. So also in Zelegraph Co. v. Mitchell (91 Tex. 454), 
it was held that a charge that, in the absence of the husband, it was the 
duty of the company, if his wife was at the residence, to deliver to her a 
—28 aa to him, was error, she not being the general agent of 

er hus 3 


Mr. H. B. Boyce writes to the Times relative to the point whether 
“Chancery ”’ investments are not also “strict trustee’ investments. He 
says: ‘* By the Trustee Act of 1893, s. 1, trustees may invest, under sub- 
section (9), in the debentures, rent-charge, or guaranteed or preference 
stocks ot a railway company that has paid during each of the ten years 
before date of investment not less than 3 per cent. on its ordinary stock, 
and, under sub-section (0), in stocks authorized by the Chancery order. 
The Chancery order authorizes investment in debenture, preference, 

aranteed, or rent-charge stocks of a railway which has for ten years next 

ore the date of investment paid a dividend. It seems to follow from this 
that a trustee may legally invest his trust funds in a security covered by 
the Chancery order, though not by the wording of sub-section (g); and 
that is the opinion expressed in Mr. A. L. Ellis’s useful book on the Trustee 
Act. If this is correct, the failure of two companies to pay 3 per cent. on 
their ordinary stocks will not take them out of the category of ‘strict 
trustee’ investments, provided they they pay a dividend. Assuming, 
however, that the failure to pay 3 per cent. causes the debenture and 
preference stocks of the companies in question to be no longer ‘strict 
trustee’ investments, I do not follow the observation that trustees at 
present holding may continue to hold on the authority of the Chancery 
order. If the combined effect of the Act and the order would not sanction 
these stocks as an original trust investment, the order alone is no 
authority to trustees to continue to hold.”’ 





For Turoat Irerration anp Coven ‘‘Epps’s Glycerine Jujubes’’ 
war prove effective. They soften and clear the voice, and are invaluable 
to all suffering from cough, soreness, or dryness of the throat. Sold only 
in labelled tins, price 74d. and 1s. 14d. James Epps & Co., Ltd., Homeo- 
pathic Chemists, London.—[Apvr. | 


Waanine To — ae — PURCHASERS AND ew — — pur- 
or ren a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 

Tested and Reported u by an Expert from The Sanitary 
Oo. (H. Carter, C.E., ), 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee 
quoted on receipt of full particulars. Established 25 years. Telegrams, 
Sanitation,’’ m. Telephone, “ No. 316 Westminster.””—[Apvr, ] 


COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 





Rora or Reqistrars m ATTENDANCE ou 
Emercency Appzan Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justicg 
Date. Rota. No. 2. Kexewicu. Bynyg, 
Monday, Dec se. 9 Mr. Beal Mr, Godfrey Mr. W. Leach Mr. King 
— — Godfrey Farmer Greswell Church 
joa i Greswell Che 
resw 
Pugh Godfrey “loch 0 KE 
BR. Farmer Chureh 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Cozens-Harpy. FarweE.u. Buck.ey. Jorox. 
9 Mr. Carrington Ar. R. Leach Mr. Jackson Mr. Church 
Pugh Beal berton King 
Carrington R. Leach Jackson 
Pugh Beal Pemberton ‘W. Leach 
Carrington R. Leach Jackson Pembertaa 
Pugh Beal Pemberton Jackson 











THE PROPERTY MART. 


RESULTS OF SALES. 
Frezxoips AND LEASEHOLDS. 
Messrs. H, E, Fostex & Cranxriexp sold the following Properties at the Mart, E.0,,@ 
‘Wednesday last, at — named :— 
No. 1, Lower Homztton-terrace, Hackney, Freehold; rent £44 4s, £ 
per annum ... — ooo * ooo ose ose «. Sold 
Plot of Freehold Land, adjoining . 


Nos. 17 and 18, H tC, Hackney, and Cottage in rear, 
Leaseholds; 143 years ucexpired, at £10 103s, ground-rent ; 
rental value £46 168... see . on 

REvERSIONS. 


The same firm held their Fortnightly Sale (No. 704) of the above Interests at the Mar, 
E.C., on — when the following Lots were sold :— 


45) 
” 40 
1% 


eee eee eee »” 


NS : £ 
Absolute to One-tenth of £24090; life 66 coe eee aoe eee BOA 1,005 
Absolute to 663 Shares in London Assurance Society ; life 80 oe 26 
Absolute to Legacy of €200; life 69 F ove — Oe 10 
Absolute to One-seventh of £1,253; life79 .. .. ae eek) oa 10 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gaszette-—Fripay, Nov. 29, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep in CHANCERY. 

Accumutator SynpicaTe, Liatep—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 27, directed 
be heard on Dec iggs & Co, 24, Lincoln’s ion fields, solors for petner. Notie 
rd appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afcernoond 

ec 10 

Avro-Exzctro Fzzp Water Puririzr Co, Limrrep (1x Liqurpation)—Creditors m 
required, on or before Dec 20, to their names and addresses, and the particulan 
of their debts or claims, to Horace Percy Smith, Lich Gate, Wolverhampton 

Or Frevps or Garicra Contract Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan!, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Ema 
Edward Collins, Winchester House, Old Broad st : 

StawpaRp Matt Extract Co, Limrtep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 18, 
send pape and often, ant gustieins of Ce Gitte ox dain, © 

Castle st, Li 

WILiiams —— Davaaists), Limrrep (1x Liquipation)—Oreditors are required, 
on or before 20, to send their names , and the particulars of tha 
debts or claims, to Horace Percy Smith, Lich Gate, Wolverhampton 

London Gazette.—Tvuxspay, Dec, 3. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirsp mm CHANCERY. 

Lecomte Inrensivizp Gas Licut Corporatioy, Luursp—Creditors are required, one 
before Dec 17, to send in their nsmes ses, and particulars of their det 
or claims, to Albert Edward Goff, 32, Museum st 

Rocupa.e anv Distraict Burtpine Trapes Empioyers Inpemnity Co, Limrtep—Creditn 
are required, on or before Jan 20, to send their names and addresses, 

of their debts or claims, to William Shepherd, 100, Yorkshire st, Rochdale. t 

solors to liquidator 


Hudson, 
Surer-Agration, LimirED (ivoonvenaeap 2ist Avaust, 1899)—Creditors are required, a 
or before Jan 4, to send their names and and the particulars of their debisa 
claims, to Patrick Adam Glegg, 5, Moorgate st 











CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day oF Ciaim. 
London Gazette,—Fuivay, Nov. 15. 
Comprox, Henry, Lyndhurst, Southampton, Rear Admiral Jan 1 Crawley &% 
Arlington st 


Baxer, WiLLiAM Heyny, Wandsworth, W Dec 21 Light, Bristol 
Batu, Maris, Sparsholt rd, Crouch Hill Decl2 Fisher & Co, Ashby de la Zouch 
Brapiey, Georaz, Handsworth Nov 30 West trom wich 

Bzooxs, JosgePu, Tottington, pr Bury, Labourer 18 Isherwood, Heywood 

Burst, Suiza, Chiswick Decll Syrett, Finsbury pymnt= 

BurcHarD, GeorcEe. Gravesend Dec12 Deacon & Uo, Gt St Helens 

CompBripGs, Jang, St Leonards on sea Nov 30 Preston & Cardeli, Tonbridge 
Danks, Joun Davis, Darwen, Lancs, Saddler Decl4 Halliwell & Hauliwell, Darw® 
Dowyer, Ciasa say, Sandown, lof W Dec2l Robinson, Ryde, I W 

Eyze, CHaRlwTTE Lappy, Dover Jan1 Lewis & Pain, vover 

Fsxwiz, 611zABuTH Baouxes, King’s Heath, Worcester Dec 15 Orockford, Birminghit 
Freps, isaac, Leicester Declé Burgess & Pike, Leicester 

GILFORD wEORGE, Por Dec9 Hees & Co, Temple Cloud, nr Bristol 
Balan, ApeaHaM, Stainland, nr Halifax, Woollen Maaufacturer Jan1 Garsed, Bilal 
Haut, Wituiam, Worcester Dec28 Burton, bam 

Hawke, Mary, vec7 Craven, Sheffield r 

Heats, Epwarp Kezgmopz, Warwick, Major Dec 27 Heath & im 


Hirt, Wi1s4am Gzonox, Mortlake, Tobacconist Dec 21 Sweetland & Gree 


















Fenchurch st 














Nase, Maru 
NewTox, Ko 
OupF1ELD, G 
Paxxer, JOE 
7xxux, GEO! 
PsyTon, JA) 
Porrze, GEC 
Posy, Sir 
Raopus, 84! 


Coz, 

gt 

Coszy, Jom 
27 

Cuspy, Fray 

Court P 


D Fray 
lov 


8 

Sars, Geo1 
4 

fon, — 
lov 

Smoxe, Win 


Bwattow Re 
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Devonport 


Sl —__ 
Joun James, Plymouth Jan7 Gard. 
BOs AXXE, — Dec 16 Blyth, Ob 


LirrLz, THOMA! 
strand 


Ayxa, Didmarton 

— MATTHEW, Stewkley, Buck 

Mowzay!, — KATHERINE ple Stroud 

aymond bldge, Gray — inn 
Tomas J AMES 

—* RopgRt Wier, 


Glos ~~ a Burford, Bris 


Nasu, MaTiLDa, 
NEWTON, ROBERT, 


OuprmeLD, Groce, Southport, Lancs, 
Parxer, JouN, Exeter st, otrand 
Prete, @zorce THomas, Sutton Bridge, Lincs 

Prytox, James, Ma Marshall st, Golden sq Dec 20 yt a 
Porter, Gzorce Epwarps, Deal, Kent Dec 2 Wilks, 
Puuuey, Sir Joszrs, Lower Baton, Hereford 
Ruopzs, SARAH ANN, York Novy 80 Cundall, York 


Newcastle upon Tyne Dec 27 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


London Gazette.—Fripvay, Nov. 29. 
ERS. 


CEIVING ORD 

Acszs, Tuomas, Minting, Lincs, — of Racehorses 
Lincoln Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov 2 

Autcock, WILLIAM Epwix. Linby, ‘Koits Farmer Not- 

am Pet Nov26 Ord Noy 

Avsry, Epwarp, Dean Soho, Bookseller High Court 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 26 

Bazxer, Ennast Excon, Hammersmith, Clerk High Court 
Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov 25 

Sarees, James, Nottisgham, Carter Nottingham Pet 
Nov 25 Ord Nov 25 

BsxxzTt, Hersert Haney, Wolverhampton, Painter 
Wolverhampton Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 

Buys, CHARLIE BERRY, wi 5 ae Yorks, Mill Mansger 
Bradfo.d vet Nov 26 Or 

BroomazaD, Henny, Sheffield, Sub- Librarian Sheffield 
Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov 26 

—— Wiitu1am Henry, Sheerness, Saddler Rochester 

Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov 25 

Brownz, Warsz met York, Market Gardener York 
Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 

Cunistuas, Witt1am, Gt Yarmouth, lately Butcher Gt 
Yarmouth Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov 25 

Cocxinc, Gzorce WILLIAM Sunder. Yorks, Labourer 
Barnsley Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 

Coz, Witt1AM Epwarp, Handsworth, Dente Surgeon 
Birminghsm Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 2 

Conzy, Jonny, Plymouth Plymouth Pet Oct 27 Ord 
Oct 


27 
Cuspy, Frank Grorae, Gt aes st, Cycle Dealer High 


Court Pet Nov 7 Ord N 
Da ate Frank, Liverpool Birkenhead Pet Oct 11 Ord 
lov 
Davizs, Hucu, Morriston, Swansea, Commission Agent 
Swansea Pet Nov27 Ord Nov 27 
— 
27 


Durry, AtExanpeR Ruopgs, Carlisle, Clothier Carlisle | 
Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 25 

Evwarps, Franx, Greenwich, Provision Dealer High | 
Court Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 

Ercugtts, Witt3AmM Henry, Stockport, Cheshire, Com- 
mission Agent stockport Pet Nov26 Ord Nov 26 

Fercusox, Pater Tuomas, Blackpool, Confectioner Preston 
Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 26 

Garay, WitL1AM StePHEN, Battersea, Bookkeeper Wands- 
worth Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 

Gszy, ARTHUR, ae Beer Retailer Windsor Pet 
Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 

Hazrve 1, Szprimus, Upton Noble, nr Frome, Somerset, 
— Butcher Dorchester Pet Nov 27 Oot | 

Baty Boos Horxixsox, Leeds Leeds Pet Nov25 Ord | 
lov 2 

— Erxzst Dicsy, Kidderminster, 
Agent Birmingham Pet Nov27 Ord Nov 

Hopkinson, Joun, Shoreditch, Farniture A. ae 
High Court Pet Nov 26 'd Nov 26 

Lazazwicx, Jonau, South Hackney, Corn Dealer High 


Court Pet Nov6 Ord Nov 27 
Mooy, Joszrx, Urmston, nr — Cattle Salesman 
Ralford Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 26 
Monzais, Davip, talham, House Furnisher Wandsworth 
Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 256 
mwrox, RichaRkp MartLanp, Manchester, Carpet Mer- 
t chester Noy 22 Ord Nov 22 
O'Buiex, James. and Danizt O’Brien, Hulme, Manchester, | 
=. ers Manchester Pet Nov 26 Ord | 
lov 
O'Coyon, Many Anne Prisciu.a — Brompton | 
8q High vourt Pet Sept 30 Ord 
* we —— Lancs, Clerk "indies Pet 
lov ‘ov 26 
Reapwix, Hannan Mania, Fakenham, a. Harness 
er Norwich Pet Nov27 Ord Nov 27 
Sure, Gzorce Belvedere, Kent, Builder 
ester Pet Oct 25 Ord Nov 25 
* —— Leeds, Painter Leeds Pet Nov 28 Ord 
ov 
Srroxe, Vnaaau, Nechell —— Builder Bir- 
mingham Pet Nov 27 Nov 
— Roszet, Brighton, Coal , Brighton 
ov 21 
Taoursox, Livixastons W N, Exeter High Court Pet 
Oct2 Ord Nov 25 
Toarm, ALFRED Joun, Leeds. Turf Commission Agent 
y Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov 25 
toent, SauugeL Francis, Gt Yarmouth, Cabdriver Gt 
Yarmouth Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov 25 
Wieszr, Avoxr, Cheetham, Manchester Manchester Pet 
wie, 25 Ord Nov 25 
ane, Blackpool Preston Pet Nov 26 Ord 


Col elmsford 
s Story, Sydney, New South saat Well Borer Dec 11 Davies, 
Farmer Dec 24 “Norton, leigh Bazzard 
Green Thompson & 
cambe, Sports Outfitter Jan 4 wien 8, yy 
Shanghai, China, Merchant Dec 27 
Brighton Dec 15 Thompson & Oo, Bagman’ bldgs, Gray’s inn 
& Dickinson, N 


Cab Proprietor Dec17 Williams, Southport 
Dec 31 Bagley & & & Bank chmbrs, Tower Brid; 


Dec 21 Carless, St Leonard’s on Sea 


Cardiff, Builder Cardiff Pet Nov 27 Ord | 


Suarp, Herserrt, 
>| Srockwe.i, Mary, 


Stephenson & Co, Lom- In’s ion 


Newcastle upon 


app 
& Mossop, ton 
Co, Ironmonger In 


Waitixe, Matrurw, W 











Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 23 
FIRST MEETINGS, 


Auuey, Lucy, Witt1aM James Joseru ALLEN, and Francis 
Joun JOSEPH ALLEN, 1p Manu- 
facturers Dec 6 at 12 bldgs, Car Carey st 

Bayes, James Percivat, Sheen’ — Travelling 

Mar Draper Dec 6 at 11 Off Rec, 6, Bond terr, 


Wakefield 

asm. Ersrst Ewxoon, Clerk Dec 6 at 
2 

oom. ¢ Cuaguiz Bxeey, Bingley, Yorks, Mill Manager 


| Witxzs, Joun, Stoke upon Trent, Timekeeper Stoke upon 
Trent 


Hammersmith, 
Bavkruptcy bldg, Carey st 
10 at il Off Rec, 831, Manor row, Bradford 
Brown, WILLIAM HENRY, Saddler Dec 16 at 
11,30 115, High st, 
Browyz, Wittiam Henry, York, sot — Dec 
9atil130 Off Rec. 28, Stonegate, Y 
Bucktey, Tuomas Hesry. — — Dee 10 at 
11.30 Off Kec, brs, Queen st, Oldham 
Cuapwick, Wituram, Allenton, Derbys, Fitter Dec 6 
at830\ Off Rec, 47, Full st, De 
Crompton, Peter, and Joun WiLLiaM MPTON, Plymouth, 
Pawnbrobers Dec 6 at 11 6, Athensoum ter, Ply- 


GoLpMaN, *— Phi Curtain — Timber Mer- 
enant Dec 10 at 12 2 oe ae Uarey at 

Henxpricks, Heras, Broad st av. *8 Dec 11 at 
2.30 biags, Care: 


ptcy 
Hepworts. Lewis, Tunbridge Wells, Printer’s —— 
to! © at 2.30 Swan Hotel, The Pantiles, Tun! 
Hesxetu, Jouy, Ormskirk, Cattle Dealer Dec 11 at 12 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria 4 verpool 
Hinzst, Epcar Hopkinson, Leeds Dec6at12 Off Rec, 22, 
Park row, Leeds 
} — Jonx Dec 6 at 12 


ff Rec, Westgate — 32* t, Mon 
—— Henry y= 


Dec 17 at 12 Towohall, B chd 
| IvLz Saanee, Se Oldham, Cabinet aa Deo 10 at 11 Off 
Rec, Bank chmbrs, os Queen oA, 
Lonapey, ae ARD bey De deny New Broad st Dec 
st 


rt Dec6at3 135, 


Mourrnant po —— Strand, Hotel Manager Dec 
—— Wittras Shildon? Duthem. Mine 
Mone, Witszas Eildon er Dec 6 at 12 


| N Newchurch, Lancs, J De at 
| — OHN, oiner el 
11.15’ Townhall. Rochdale 
— James, and Dane O’Baizn, Hulme, Manchester, 
| Fruit Preservers Dec 6 6 at 8.90 Off Reo, Byrom st, 


Manchester 
Post, ALFRED ag — —⸗ st Dec 9 at 11 
= .. Fiect st —* — Dee 12 at 12 


— 2 
Sevuoun,. vr — oe 
Dec 7 at 11 — = 172, aL 


Snrunpt, Sia 


-— Epwarp Percivat, 
| u Reo, 8, & King 
mar a Painter 


Sraney, “doux  Hanoxo, 
6 at3 ec, 
BSamusL, Cardiff, 
ankruptcy 
} — Wittian , 
Dec6at12 Off Reo, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
— — —5 ee —— Ccal 
2 ie * Leeds, Tar f ‘Oamnteds - 
URPIN, “ance OHN. « issiou + 
Dec 6 at 1180 Off Rec, 22, Park row. Leeds 
Wanrsvurton, Wittiam, Derby, Commercial Traveller Dec 
uff Reo, 4’, Fuli st, Derby 
pon Repairer Dec9at 12 Off 


wane © * — yy Church — eT Derby, Grocer 


Dec 6 at 12 ©, 47, Full 
WIENER non a at 2.30 Off 
Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Wrazam,” ‘tems Wititam, Blaenau Festiniog. General 
— Dec 6 at 3.30 9 aga 


Wixcaove, Ricnarp * Et Lelenꝰs Financial 
Agent Dec 12 at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Gea st 
i * fo elgg 7 nergy sone * 
» AHOMAS, 
CRES im Tietng, Lie, 2 Race horses 


Auscoor, Wutam Bows Lnby, N Farmer Notting- 
““ham’ Pet Nov 26 -. 





Lance, 


Dee 18 at 12 

pry sey 
9* Off Rec, 22, 
ve, Leicester, Builder 


—— at, Leicester 
a? Furniture Deakr Dec 9 at 3 








Bicuarpsox, Axx, Chorlton cum Hardy, Lancs Dec 10 Ducker & Molesworth, Man- 


Rogerson, Marcaret, Doncaster Decl4 Da 
Ruptanp, Epwanp, Hajsworthy, Devon, Merchant 


Doncaster 
81 Peter, Holsworthy 
Dec 11 Oe 


GuagSeroneh. Lanmmenh Vieentee 

Siiiivant-Hamiyn, Fanny Gerraupe Dec16 Ford & Co, Exeter 
Walton on the 
Tuomas, Avice E.izapetu, Hornsey Dec 16 Gibson & Co, Purtugal st bildge, 


Naze, Essex Dec2i Young & Sons, Clacton on Sea 


Txomas, —— Lianiestyn, Carnarvon, Farmer Dec18 Owen, Pwilheli 
Tuompson, Heney, Fulham Dee 16 Butcher, Bouverie st 
ar — CHARLES, Stephen Green, Dublin Dee 27 Parry & Gibson, Liccoln’s 


Topp, Tuomas, Leeds, Museum Proprietor Dec 18 
Tver, Tuomas, Birmingham Dec 31 Tyler & Deighton, Birmingham 


Watron, Mania, Bradford Dee 20 


Markland & Co, Leeds 


8* 


orth Common & Dowson, Spring gins 
Spring 


— Witt1am Epmunp, Charles st, Major Mov 80 Hopgoods & Dowson, 3: 
Wao, James, Creeting St Mary, Suffolk, Farmer Dec13 Hayward & Son, Stowmarket 


Auten, Lucy, Witt1am yo Josern ALLEN, and Frayois 
JouN JOsEPH om Sn Lamp Manufacturers 
High Court Pet Nov'22 Ord Nov 26" 

Avery, — Ra3 Draper St Albans Pet Nov 18 

Barxer, Ernest Enocn, —— Clerk High Court 
Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov 25 

= = am, Carter Nottingham Pet 


BatcuEcak, Jonx. 1 1 rr Timber Merchant High 
Court Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 26 

—- Hersert Hare 

verhampton 

Biyys, Coaruiz Berry, Bingley, Y: 
Bradford Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 

BroomugzaD, Henry, Sub-Librarian Sheffield 
Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov 


Browne, Witt1am Henry, York, Market Gardener York 
Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 2 

Burier, Ricsarp Howarp, Handsworth, Grocer West 
Bromwich Pet Oct8 Ord Nov v5 

Curistuas, WiitiaM, Gt Yarmouth, Butcher Gt Yarmouth 
Pet Novii Ord Nov 27 

CockInG, GEORGE WILLIAM, pate, Yorks, Labourer 
warnsiey Pet Nov 26 Nov 

Corry, Jouy, Plymouth Plymouth Pet Nov 27 O:d Noy 


a7 

Beem, Frank, Liverpool, Provender Dealer Birkenhead 

Pet Ord 11 Ord Nov 26 

Davizs, Hues, Morriston, Swansea, Commission Agent 
swansea Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 

Durry, ALEXANDER —— Carlisle, Clothier Carlisle 
Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov 26 

Epwarps, Frank. Greenwich, Provision Dealer Aigh 
Court Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 

ErcuEt1s, pase, fzwnry, Stockport, Cheshire. 
mision t Stockport Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 

Ferevuson, Tsk THoMas, Conf ctioner 
Preston Pet Nov 26 Urd Nov 26 

Gray. WILLIAM eee pee Book Keeper Wands- 
worth Pet Nov 26 lov 26 

GREENHILL. — Fae may at 8t Mary Cray, Kent, 
Grocer Pet Aug 14 Ord Nov 20 
Retailerof Beer Windsor Pet 


Pearl Button Manufacturer 
Pet Oct 2i Ord Nov 25 
Maker 


— Vrtauau, 
— 


bh Court Pet 
mm, Sxrriivs, Upton Noble, nr Frome, Somerset, 
Butcher Dorchester Pet Nov 27 "Ord Nev 37 


Sue, Benen Horkiyson, Leeds Leeds Pet Nov 25 Ord 

— Viiuiax — West Ham, Essex, Builder 
High Court Pet July 17 Ord Nov 16 

Levy, Atrraep Isaac, Hi Merchant 

h Court Pet 


oundsditch 
Oct 24 Ord Nov 26 
McULavoutrm, Jonn Camenos, Finsbury High Court Pet 
July 29 Ora 


one 
Grey, ARTHUR, 

Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 
Haut, Hevey, 


iy Nov 23 
Newrow —* aan >, nae, Carpet Merchant 
⸗ Bet Nor i 
Pootz, Tuomas. Ficetw Lanes, Clerk Preston Pet 
Nov 26 O:d Nov ad 
—— — Pet Oct 15 Ord 


Ransome, Suerpparp James, and Artiur James Rawsome, 
Leadenb Merchants High Court 


st, Uoloaial Pet 
Oct 28 Ord Nov 26 
Reapwix, Haynan Magia, Fakenham, Norfolk, Harness 
Maker Norwich Pet Nov?7 Ord rd ‘Now 27 
Rorumay, Masx, Hammersmith, Tobacconist High Court 
Pet Uct 26 Ord Nov 26 
— Vraiau, Leeds Pet Nov23 Ord 
‘ov 23 
Graces, Susie Ee | a Builder Birmingham 
Pet 
a Samu svn, Gand, — Dealer Cardiff Pet 
1 ‘lov 26 
Tvoxer, Caancorre. Beckenham, Kent, Farmer Croydon 
Pet Oct 28 Ord Nov 20 
Turpin, Atrrep Joux, a, Ly Commission Agent 
Leeds Pet Nov26 Ord Ni 
Tvurver, Wittiaw, ond ALFRED — Burra, 8t sins 
—— Mngineers St Albans Pet Uct 25 
ov 
Viscent, Samvuet Frawnors, Gt Yarmouth, Cabdriver 
at Yarmouth Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov 27 
wickenham, Undertaker 
Nov 7 ‘Ord Nov 25 
WIENER, wy | Cheetham, Manch: 


Nov Nov 25 
Witp, Hamer, 


ov 
Wirxss, Joux 
upon Trent 


Waxes, Wiis 
Pet 


Preston Pet Nov 26 Ord 


Trent, Timekesper Stoke 
Pet Novas Ord Nov 23 
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Amended notice substituted for that — in 
the London Gazette of Nov 
Coorrr, THomas, Wolverhampton, Tobacconist Wolver- 
hampton Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Coox, Gzorce, Whitley By — Commission Agent 
Newcastle on Tyne Adjud Sept 6 ‘Annul Nov 14 
London am. eT ESDAY, Dec, 3. _ 
RECE ORDERS. 


Ricaarp, Norwich, Cabinet Maker Norwich 
‘ov 29 Ord Nov 
Barroy, Mice, Batted, Wine Merchant Edmonton 
Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 29 
— Liverpo>l, Tobacconist Liverpool Pet Nov 26 


lov 29 
Brcx, Epwarp, Lowestoft Gt Yarmouth Pet Nov 30 
Ord Nov 30 


Baneay 


CHAPMAN, ALFRED Tuomas, and Toomas Cuarman, Lenham 
Heath. Kent Maidstone Pet Nov 28 Urd Nov 28 
Cieaspy, — and WittiaAm Gzornce Fassinr, Shef- 

field Sheffield Pet — Ord Nov 28 
Coaxer, Epwix, Dfraco: Builder Barnstaple Pet 
Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 
— Isaac, Swansea Swansea Pet Nov 28 Ord 
ov 


Davies, Naasox, Loughor, Glam, Draper Carmarthen 
Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 
nee Max, Australian ay High Court Pet Nov5 Ord 
Goxprre, Saxo, , Liverpool High Court Pet Novs Ord 
Govt, Joux Epwin, Baston, Lincs, Farmer Peterborough 
Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 30 
Haswe.ut. Epwix Henry, New Bilton, Rugby, Butcher 
Warwick Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 
Hawrnory, Brorners & Co. Gt Tower st, Shipbrokers 
h Court Pet Novi4 Ord Nov 29 
Hiam, Wriu1iam Jonx, Stoke Newington, Accountant 
Court Pet Nov30 Ord Ni 
Hott, —— ne,» — Rent, , Rochester 
ov 


James, FREDERICK, Wels Somerset, Baker Wells Pct 
Nov 30 Ord Nov 

Jonzs, ABRAHAM, — —— Glam, Collier Pontypridd 

Restaurant Pro- 


Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 
Kenyeut, Tuomas Moy, Birmingham, 
Birmingham Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 23 
Kixestox, Jonas, Orpington, Fruit Grower Croydon 
Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 
— Witt1am Rosenrt, Norfolk, Fish Dealer Norwich 
Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 


lov 

Luoyp, Witiiam Oxtver, Pwllheli, Grocer Portmadoc 
Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 

Mastin, Hexny Tuomas, Stratford, Body Maker High 
Court Pet Nov 30 Urd Nov 3) 

Masox, Grorcz Baxer, Higham, or Bury 8t Edmutds 
a Shopkeeper Cambridge Pet Nov 30 Ord 


‘ov 30 
Musor, — Brixton, Carman High Court Pet Nov 


ve, oat and Wituiam Witp, Manchester, 
Drysalters Manche Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 
re, Grocer Birkenh 


5 = Bridgend, Labourer 
Cardiff Pet — 28 Urd Nov a 
Peagix, Fraxxcom Witiiam, Read Carpenter Reading 
Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 - 
, ALFRED, Sale, Cheshire, Co Manchester 
= Pet Nov 28 Ord, Nov 28 — * 
NNICK, ALFRED, ta st, Hosier h Court 
RB Nov7 ~ Nov . me 
WLINSOX, a Cartes, East Ardsley, Yor 
Painter’ Wakeleld Pet Nev 
Bow.ayps, James Spuvunp, Witton. Warwick, ) 
birmingham Pet Nov30 Ord Nov 30 
Runswick, Wim F, K, Falmouth, Cornwall, 
SELLENs, — a od —— —— 
XANDER RED — 
Colchester Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 
Buort & Co, J A, Bristol, ————— Merchant Bristol 
Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 
Syxzes, Martin, 
Pet Nov 





Staff. 
Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 % 
Vaxstoxz. Doveias Hexny, Penarth, Tobacconist Cardiff 
29 Ord Nov 29 


Pet Nov 
Veaz, Epwagp, Newark on Trent, Drayman Nottingham 
Pet Nov 27° Ord Nov 97 * * 
— —— Southall, Chemist Windsor Pet Nov 
Wauicut, Joserx Broruretox. Boltovu, Insurance Agent 

Bolton Pet Nov OriNov2 ” * 
Amended notice substituted for that aes in the 
Houpso W. Gro a. ” Putney Heath 

x ALTER BGE ILLIAM, 
Wandsworth Pet Oct 22 Ord Nov Zi 


FIRST 
Axioock, Wim Evwix, Linby, Notts, 
at 12.20 Off Rec, 4, Castie Park st, Nottin 
Avery, Epwazrp Dean st, Boho, 
Baokruptey bidgs, Carey st 
Czcm Ciayrortn, Wi 
Dre 10 at 12.80 24 Bailwa Bede 
Bunores, Borert Wii11am, Waleall, Metal 
eum — —22 Olverham: 
Bey Oswap, Alr-was, Steffs, Lice 
Victualler Dee 13 a 11.80 Off Bes. Wolverhumoten 
4LFRED Tuomas, ond Tuomas —— Lenham 
Beh, Kent Dec 11 at 11 —* st, Maidstone 
Cuasz, E £, Hastings, Licens+d V Dec 10 at 8.20 
County — — ——— rd, Has pig 
Gzorcr WILLaM, otley, orks, Labourer 
Dee 10 at 10.20 Off Bee, — 
Comxwatt, Many Berrox, West Wratting, Cambridge, 
Grocer $ — 11 at 10.20 Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury 


Cuxpy Fras Gxoncr, Gt Portland st, Cycle Dealer 
13 ‘at —— bidge, an st * 


gham 
ler Dec 12 at 2 80 


Epwanzps, Frank, Greenwich. Provision Dealer Dec 18 at 
2.30 Bankruvtey Carey st 
Ercae.ts, Wiuttam Henry, Stock 
ng -ton upon Hull, Corn Poster Dec | 
10 at 11.80 Off Rec, Trinity House in, Hull 
Get, Joun Tuomas, Walsall, China Dealer Dec 18 at 10.30 
Off , Wok verhampton 
Gos.ive, ALFRED CAMERON Joszru, Palmerston bldgs 
Dec 17 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Gray, WittraM STEPHEN, Battersea, Book keeper Dec 11 | 
at 12.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 
Greep, Toomas Marruew, Walsall, Baker Dec 13 at 12 
, Wolverhampton 
Green, Wituiam LLEWELLYN, Uxbridge, Brewer’s — 
Dec 14 at 1 Herbert & Son, 95, Peascod st, Win: 
Harey, Lewis, Brick In, ——— Leather Cane Dee 
17 at 11 Bankruptcy ao 
— Blackpool ‘Dee 1 4 4 12.80 Townhall, 


le 

Haswe.i, Epwarp Heyry, New Bilton, Rugby, ——— 
Dec 10 at 12 Off Rec, 17, Hertf Coven‘ 

Hott, Joun CHARLES, Dartford, Kent, Grocer “Decis at 11 
115, High st, Rochdale 

Horxixsox, Jouy, Shoreditch, Furniture Manufacturer 
Dec 11 at 11 Seana Dae. Carey st 

Hupson, Water Grore —— P — Dec 
llat11.30 24, Railway * 

HUXTABLE, WILLIAM ——  Greengrocer Dec 12 
ati2 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra 

Lance, Jonn Watwace. Coborn 4B Bow, om, Wheelwright 
Dec 16 at 2.80 sankruptcy bldgs, Carey 


Cheshire, Com- 
Dee 12 at 10.15 Of Rec, County — Dec’ 





LAZARNICK, a ween Conn Dealer Dec 12 af 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st ‘ * 


Vuraaun, Grainthorpe, Wheel- 
Dec 10 at 11 Off Rée, 15, 88 

Grimsby * 

LæwWis, Davip Francis, Neath, Grocer Dec 11 at 12 Or 

, Sl, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Lovey, Jouy Henry, Maclborough, Fishmonger Dec U 
at1L45 Off Rec, 38 t circus, Swindon 

Mason, THomas, Buistot, Carman Dec 13 at 2.30 Bank. 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Masress, Harry, Handeworth, Fruiterer Dec 11 at 1g 
174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

— F J Moss, High =. Laundry Agent Dec 16 
a y st 

Mircuett, Groras, Ossett, * ork. Woollen Cloth Manu. 
facturer Dec 12 at 3.30 Of Rec, Bank chmbra, 


Batley 
Moon, Joszrn, Urmat or M * Salesman 
Dec 11 at 2,30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manch 
Morris, Davin, Balham, House Parnisher Dee 12 at 1199 
24, Railway a: 2. ‘a London Bridge 
Nawson, Henry, st, Solicit Dec 18 at 
Bankruptcy Ms Care’ st 
Newton, Mary, Chester, nufacturer Dec 11 at 
3 The Castle, Chester 
Nice. Hersert Witiiam, Ham Common, Surrey, Grocer 
10 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London — 
O’Conor, Mary Ayn Prisom.a Joszruine, Brompton sq, 
Dec 18 atil Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
— ————— Bale, —— shire, Compositor Dec 11 at 3 
yrom st, 


heact. 











Funds exceed - 


alterations, to 


EQUITY AND LAW 


LIiIEFH ASSURANOEZET SOOIDT YL. 
ESTABLISHED 


1844. 
£3,600,000. 


LONG-TERM POLICIES AT LOW RATES, with right to change 
to Ordinary Assurances, thus giving 


THE CHEAPEST ASSURANCE PROCURABLE. 


Write for NEW PROSPECTUS, containing full information and other important 
SECRETARY, 18, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON. 





POROUGH OF GUILDFORD. 
APPOINTMENT OF TOWN CLERK. 


The Town Council of Guildford are to receive 
—— for the appointment of wn Clerk of the 


— 
ot ants must be duly qualified Solicitors. and the 
— appointed will be required to abstaia from 
rivate and other practice, and to devote his whole time to 
is official duties. 
The appointment will take effect from the 25th March 


next 

The annual salary will be £450 rising by annual advances 
of £25 to £600. 

The Town Council wil! provide Offices, and will pay the 
salary of an Assistant Clerk to be appointed we on the 
recommendation of the Town Clerk, such salary being fixed 


at bent = annum 
edule defining the duties of the office can be ob- 
tained on application to the undersigned. 

Applications, — “Town Clera’s Appointment,” 
and accompanied by not more than 3 Testimonials of a 
recent date, should be sent to me on or before the 2ist 
— of December inst. 

Gpntaning sseusbers of the Gounel wil be deemed to be 
a disqualification for the appointm 
FERDINAND PM ALLPEICE, Town Clerk. 
Guildford, 3rd December, 1901. 


— — — — 


ST. THOMAS’S HOSPITAL, S.E., 


NEEDS HELP. 


J. @ WAINWRIGHT, Treasurer. 


ESSRS. INDERMAUR & THWAITES 
$2, Chancery-iane ‘Londons — continue to read witk 
Btadeute beth in Glass and vately and — seed the Post 

Solicitors’ Final and Examinations 








SS ——— pupil. 





AW. ey oe 
years’ 
in London Office. 
27, — — 


admitted 1899), with ten 


juires Conv: Clerks hi 
L., care of — 








ETROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF 
STEPNEY. 
TO SOLICITORS. 


The Council of the above-mentioned Borough are about 
to engage the services of a Solicitor or firm of Solicitors for 
the conduct of such legal work of the Council as may be 
required The or persons engaged will be required 
to provide, at bis or their own expense, office accommodation, 
clerical assistance, stationery, and other matters necessary 
for the proper conduct of such work. Prioted particulars 
of the terms and conditions upon which the engagement 
will be — can be obtained upon application to the 


un 
A — stating age, qualifications, *n of ad- 
— and accom: by not more than two recent 
testimonials, are to be forwarded in sealed envelopes, ea- 
dorsed ‘ agement of Solicitor,’ 20 as to reach the 
Town Clerk not later than noon on the 16th day of 
January, 1 
Canvi 
disqualifica 


members or officials of the Council will bes 


Order, 
GEO. W. CLARKE, Town Clerk. 
=i 15. Great Alie-street. 
___ Whitechapel, E., 5th December, 1901. 


R. * SPURLING, M. A., B.C. L. (Oxford), 
Class Honours, late Scholar of Christ Cues 

Editor ae —* ,Bleventh Edition of “Smith’s Manual 
Common ” Barrister-at-Law, continues to Ee 
for the Bar and University Lav Examinations by Day, 


Evening, 
University teas ———— 1900.—10 Pupils (all those sent 


Examinations, — 1901,—25 sent up, 21 passed, 
40 a Second C! 
ee ll, — Carey-street. 1 w.C. 


AW —Advertiser @Jan., 1898) Desires Re- 
nt at Christmas in Country Office, Mi 

pref as Chief or Conveyancing Clerk.—Address, J. 
Tayvos, 39, —— — Maida Vale, V. 

OO YOUNG SOLICITORS. — Furnished 

Room to Let, in the Office of a ay near Law 

Gomes safe and paper case; use of : limited use 

- of cleris, oom for one,—Apply, by letter, ter 0. Fut, @, 


— 


young Solicitor, of seven 
— with — * —— 
Office for Country V 


— Mop, Ge cto of Howard's Prem Agency 
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fuxrs0y, kh Birmingham, General Dealer Dec 11 
‘orporation st, 
gun, GEORGE — — 
— ———— “Gross, th, Baker Dec 10 
at 12.30 City —e 
— RoseRt, Brighton, Goal Merchant Dec 11 at 3 
Halifax. — Dec 11 at 8 
chmbrs, Halifax 


CG 
7. Builder Dec 16 
govrnoBN, NICHOLAS 
rf Off Ree. 
4, Pavilion bldgs, Brigh 
— Groat nd, 
x, LIVINGSTONE W * Exeter Dec 18 at 12 









Bankruptcy bidgs, 
ILKES, , Stoke upon oot Timekeeper Dec 13 at 
8 JO Rec. N ewcastle under Lyme, Staffs 
Wassams, Isaac, Lianbradach, Collier Dec 10at 3 136, 
yr 
Wace, J coe ene. S od Insurance Agent 
t3 
Dee 18 at 8 0, ODIGA TIONS. 





Juycay, Ae a hor Norwich, Caine! Cabinet Maker Norwich Pet 


nbs Davia + Dv RELL, — Windles- 
—* ar Gurrey High Court Pet July $1 Od Nov 97 


Buck, ——— Lowestoft Gt Yarmouth Pet Nov 30 
Nov 


80 
Be Joux Wit11am Dawntet, Leicester, Teacher of 
Leicester Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 28 


11am Bosert, Norfolk, Fish Dealer Norwich 











Pet Nov 29 Nov 29 
Cusovzr. Harry Oswatp, Alrewas. Staffs, Licensed 
Victualler Walsall Pet Nov 18 Ord Nov 26 





—52 a Txomas, and Tuomas Onarman, Lenham 
Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 29 

inte Hows, Iifrecombe, Builder Barnstaple 

® Ord Nov 30 












Gri ae Wiis lavas, W Kensi gton, Bailder High 
BS, ILLIAM ENBY, DB 
Court Pet Oct 24 Ord Nov 29 
— a, Cardiff, Sodus Hawker Cardiff Pet 
ov 22 Ord Nov 22 
seaman! Epwarp — ——— Butcher Warwick 
Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 


Hout, Jon» Cuan 7 Kent, Grocer Rochester 
Pet Nov28 Ord Nov 28 

Hupsox, Waren GrorcE — — Putney Heath 
Wi worth Pet Oct22 Ord Nov 

Hymers, Emerson, Alston, Cu Eres Carlisle 
Pet Novlé Ord Nov 28 

Jamzs, FREDERICK, b+ al Somerset, Baker Wells Pet 
Nov 30 Nov 30 


JonEs, mi. (ussman, Seam, Glam, Collier Pontypridd 
Lares, Watiace Joux, Coburn Bow, Wheelwright 
Court, Pet Oct'28 Ord Nor 29” 


Lioyp, Wii11am Ontver, Pwilheli, —— Grocer 

Ma A eo » noon B Body Maker High 

RTIN, Hewry OMA! 

Court Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 80 y 

se ne Bury ° + yy. 
Pet Nov 30 


Mason, Buon, sgh at Carman High Court Pet Nov 


tam, Se wy 7. 


Ord Nov 27 Beate 
—* Haney, worth, Fruiterer Birmingham 
Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 29 
Mayaty, Rosert, and Witiiam WIi.p, 
* Dry _ chester Pet Nov 28 ngs - 4 
EYERS, RLES, Hoylake, Cheshire, Grocer 
Pet Oct 29 Ord Nov 29; 








Dec. 7. "1901. 
—— aoa — Cc Frank G Gt Portland st, ele Dealer High | Moo: Z Urmston, oar Manchester, Cattle 
rey = 7 r Man UNDY, re EORGE, * on Salesman 
rm et B Bankruptey bid bare B Court Court Pet Nov Ord Nov 29 | “ng ei ra fond Pet Nov 5 Osi Ho Ord Nov 27 ⁊ 
5, ABTHUR J é irmiagham. 7 Coe AVIES, NAASON, Town. uz Glam, Draper hn AVID, re Farnisher ‘andsworth 
a ina oor —— Huccoall Tork rd, ‘Notts | Dix, Wiiuiam, — —— a Ord — gO ay i- Bridgend, Labou 
, Bu orka IX, ILUL 4 ‘ov BNE. A nr 
pur gzspher Deo 10st 12° Off Ree, 4, Castle pl, Park ws Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 * 
— Hall, Blackamiith Deo 10 Fixcu, Rwix Gronce, St James st, Wine Merchant High | P=™ boy Sorasonn Way elhee. exert 
ERT, 
—* oa ington upon Hal Ganiaxn, aah erset, Builder Bristol Perrirr, Auras, Ba Cheshire, Compositor Manchester 


lov 
Pitsrow. Wittiam Francis, Chelsea, Builder High Court 
Pet Sept 2 Ord Nov 27 
Rawson, Huser Cuances, Eas 
ma. Le.” 
WLANDS, J Ames Epmuunp, 
Ri Ww. Pet Bev 90 os, ulmonth, Insurance 
UNS WICK, ILLIAM DERICK 
’ Truro Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 


Sevuzws, ALEXANDER ALFRED, Brightlingsea, 
Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 
Srantey, Joun Hanroip, Leicester, Builder 
Pet Nov 18 Ord Nov 28 
or Halifax, Farmer Halifax 


Syxes, Mantix, 
— 
PetNorid Ord Meas Dee 


Txomrson, Joszrn Henry, 


Tomtixsow, Harvey, Little Dunstall, Staffs, Far 

* Gurton on Trent ‘Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov », rt 

‘ansTosg. Dova.as ENBY, . Tobacconist 
Cardiff Pet Nov29 Ord Noy 


7 lov 27 
Wi.tiams, Atrrep Jonx, Salf Builder 
Ww: Nov 14 Ord Nov 2s * — 


—— — 


Wricet, Joszru Brorasrtoy. Bolton, Tasu Agen 
Bolton Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 — ' 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


urs, ArTuur, Holwell, Dorset, Cattle Yeovil 
Adjud Nov 30,1898 Annul Oct 10, 1901 












Just published, royal 8vo, price 10s. 6d. 
SMONSON ON THE RECONSTRUC- 
TION AND AMALGAMATION OF 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


aes St Oe re Ss the Reeonstruc- 
fion and A’ of Joint Stock 
= ay Companies, 


ly PAUL F. SIMONSON, M.A. (Oxon.), of the Inner 
le, Barrister-at-Law, Author of a “* Treatise on 
the Law relating to Debentures and Debenture Btock.” 
pan en of Jawyers are interested in 
— will find it well worth rhea rn 
in the in ihe work ud —— 


e author is a well- 






~~ on such such subjects as his 
oo testify No than forty forms are given, 
should prove o: great service.”’— Irish Law Times. 





Just published, royal Svo, price 5s. 
THE COMPANIES ACT, 1900. bi ~ 
Eiition. 


Commentaries Forms, Second 
PAUL F. BIMONS SON, M.A. (Oxon,) 
“We would call attention to the admirable index, which 
vil render reference an easy matter.” —Law Times.” 
_ “Gives a lucid of the various clauses of this 


— Ar. Simonson 
a is he ater ate of the Wi Shown teeatie co the law 
nating to debentures.”’—Standard. 

4 TREATISE ON COMPANY LAW 


UNDER THE ACTS 1862-1900. 
Wey Be EMERY, LLM, o! the Inner Temple, Barrister- 


















(Revise tia * company law under the Acts 1862-1900 
covered, each particular portion is exhaustively 
uted,”—Law Times. 


ened in every sense of the word is the work under 
Index of Cases is one of Soman ge ee 

come across.” —Law N Ly 
rare indeed is it to find a legal handbook which 
ow éo much illumination on the subject it treats.” 


Post, 
WARITIME LAW.  IIlustrated by the 
i a a os tng OF Se 
ALBERT SAUNDERS. Price & 

is geval to shew —* application of the 

hey to 
ie iy and a rie Lnowledge of the peacall afte gt 
important sing oracle an which the cate 44 

copgta Daily — 
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EFFINGHAM WILSON, 
ll, Royal Exchange, E.C. 
WEET & MAXWELL, Lrtp., 

Chancery Lane, W.C. 







; —— S Mr. 4 the above 








CAW’S Famous 
FOUNTAIN 
PENS ARE POPULAR 


ALL OVER THE WORLD. 


THE 
A most useful Pen, suitable for all work. 
From @/# to 96/6 each. 


THE 
An Ideal Pen for Ladies. 
§/=# and @/« each. 


THE “DASHAWAY” 
Beautifully made and finished. 
which never fails. 


THE NEW PATENT “SAFETY” 
The best production of its kind. 
Absolutely air and ink tight. 


Mustrated Catalogue, giving full particulars, to be had of all Stationers, or the Sole Wholesale Agents: 


EYRE & SPOTTISWOODE, Great New Street, E.C. 





Reduced 
Illustration of Safety Pen. 


“EASY” PEN. 


“DAINTY” PEN. 
No larger than a lead pencil. 


PEN. 
It has a double feed, 
From 40/6 to 2@/# each. 


It is different to all others. 
From 12/6 to 2G/@ each. 


— ꝰ 
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0 BOOKBUYERS and LIBRARIANS of 
FREE LIBRARIES.—The Decemszr Catalogues of 
veluahie —— offered | 


seen pginues aate toe he 
Bost tre anon application to W. Hua * 
*970, —2 AROGITROTS. and 


FR ee ; would be let 














ROUND- RENTS (ora first-class 
uired for the Investment of a 
Fund of full to H. BE, Moons, 








Pan of eae Porward fal .C, 


Clerk; sta’ te | 
NB, | 





M4DAME AUBERT Introduces Daily and 
Fe ag English and Governesses, Lady 


Lady 
for British Continent, 
Educa- 


‘ustralasia ; Schools ‘and 
Ee eS — 





RR HIP and TRUSTEES’ 
aaqmew Cont by Experienced 
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SPECIAL NOTICE 10 CIGARETTE CONNOISSEURS, 


d⸗ 
Cigarettes. 
Acknowledged by the whole Legal Profession to be 
the FINEST —— ever produced, 

|g “LEGAL” Cigarettes are — rolled by hand * 

the most experienced Cigarette makers. The Tobacco 
most carefully blended to suit the taste of the best con- 

noisseurs, and are sold in three different kinds :— 
SPECIAL EGYPTIAN — 1/9 for 25 ; 3/6 for 50; 

and 

EGYPTIAN BLEND No. vy ie for 18; 2/9 for 50; 


STRAIGHT CUT VIR RGINIA- 94. od." for 20; 1/9 for 50; 
or 1 
One of each of the “ Legal” Te dias sent post-free on 
receipt of name and address, Apply to— 
L. FIELDCOVITCH & CO., 
71 & 72, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 





ESTABLISHED 1861. 


BIRKBECK BANK, 


South buildings, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 
ou RRENT ACCOUNTS. 
on the minimum monthly balances, 0 
— conteeitae cone. ° 





DEPOSIT ACCOUNTS. 
19 on Deposits, repayable on demand. €}1 © 
3 ° 2 jo 
STOCES AND SHARES. 





and Shares purchased and sold for customers. 
The se Anis RAVE with f full particulars, 


BAVENSCROFT, Manager. 


—— No. 5 Houz0 
Telegraphic Address : —— Loxpox.” 





Telephone: 602 Holborn. 


EDE AND SON 


ESTABLISHED 1689. 


ROBE COURT 
MAKERS. TAILORS. 
BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENTS 
To H.M. THE KING and H.M. THE QUEEN. 
Robe Makers to the Lord Chancellor and Judges. 


ROBES FOR KING’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
COURT SUITS IN CLOTH AND VELVET. 


Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks 
Clerks of the Peace, and Coroners. : 


CORPORATION AND UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 








The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900. 


= Billig 2mm 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use. 


Suaze Ceetiricatzs, Dex: , &e., 
printed. Ovvsonas Gna Bras — 2 — quae. pm oe 
Solicitors’ Account Books, 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 


Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 
MOW READY, BECOND EDITION. PRICE fh. 
A Practical Handbook to the Companies Acts, 
By Faaxcie J. Guzen, of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law, 





Inebriety and the Abuse of Drugs. 


PLAS~YN-~DINAS, 
Dinas Mawddwy, Merionethshire, 
Wales. 


For Gentlemen of the Upper 
Glasses only. 
Shooting—19,000 acres. Fishing—9 miles Salmon, 
27 miles Trout. 

References— 
Dr. Gzo. Savace, 8, Henrietta-street, Cavendish- 
square, London. 
Dr. D. Fernie, 84, Cavendish-square, London. 
For Prospectus, Terms, &c., apply to 
Dr. WALKER, J.P., 
Dinas Mawddwy. 


Treatment of INEBRIETY. 
DALRYMPLE HOME. 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
oe es — .D 








HOGG, 
Medical Superintendent. 





THE INEBRIATES ACTS, 1879-99, & PRIVATELY. 


BUNTINGFORD HOUSE RETREAT, 
BUNTINGFORD, HERTS. 
UNDER ENTIRELY NEW MANAGEMENT. 

For the Treatment and Care of Gentlemen suffering from 
—— and Abuse of — Healthy employment and 
: Wor! poultry farm, ing, cricket, 

tennis, billiards. &c. Nine — et Gee Grounds. Electric light 
throughout. Terms 1 * 23 Guineas weekly. No Extras. 

Apply to Resipzent Mepica. SuPERINTENDENT. 








INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 


apply Miss RILEY, or the Princi 





Special Advantages to Private Insurers. 
THE IMPERIAL onsvrance company 
umurreD. FIRE. 
Established 1803, 
1, Old — Hy S Mall, 8.W., and 47, 


Subscribed Capital, £1 yoy’ — £300,000, 
Total Funds over £1. 500,000 
£. COZENS | SMITH, General Manager. 


BRAND & CO’S 
SPECIALTIES 
For INVALIDS. 


Prepared from finest ENGLISH MEATS 


ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, &e., 


Of ali Chemists and Grocers. 


BRAND & 00. ‘MAYP. & MAYFAIR 
WORKS’ VAUXHALL. aONDON SW 








THE MOST NUTRITIOUS. 


EPPS’S 


GRATEFUL—OOMFORTING. 


COCOA 


BREAKFAST—SUPPER. 
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SHORTHAND AND TYPEWRITING, 


TREADWELL & WRIGHT 


I. of 8.W., N.U.T., 
33 CHANCERY LANE, W.O. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL SHORTHAND WRITER 
AND TYPISTS. 
EsTABLISHED 1845. 
The Shorthand Writers appointed by the Court in Puhj 
and Private Examinations under the 
Companies Acts. 
Legal and General Verbatim and Condensed Re 
All kinds of Legal, Literary, and General Type Copying. 
Competent Clerks for Emergencies and Arrears, 
Rooms and Olerks for service of Clients on the premise, 
Country orders returned same day if required, 


REEVES & TURNER, 
LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS, 


Libraries ued or Purchased, 
A Large Stock of wht Reports and Text-booy 
alwayson on Bale. 


100, CHANCERY LANE ¢ & CAREY STREET, 


ae SOME CHEAP REPORTS. @ 
Law Reports (Tue), 1876 to 1900, inclusive and complete 
with an, 204 vols.; half-calf — 9 1 
se 
——, 1885 to 1897, complete, with Statutes; 104 vols., ful 
condition. 


Law Journat Reports, 1839 to 08, with Statutes, &e:; 
194 vols., half-calf, sound conditio 
— 1863 to 1896, with Statutes, — : 114 vols., — 
fair condition (no Digests). 
WiLt.DZ 4&2 Sow — 


Lixcotw’s-1nw Ancuway, Canry-sTreet, Lonpox, W.C, 


LAW PARTNERSHIPS & SUCCESSIONS, 
For Vacancies in Town and Country, or for Introdus- 
tions to Gentlemen requiring above, apply to 
J. HARCOURT SMITH, 
Partuership Agent and Law Costs 
7, GRAY’'S INN PLACE, W.C. 
Lats or 68, Cuanozry Lanz. 
¥W.B.— MORTGAGE SECURITIES WANTED. 


HANCERY LANE.—Lar; 
Offices to be LET upon excepti 
floor in Lonsdale-chambers, cery 
jiers, Alexander & Shepheard (Limited), hi 














® | moved to new works, offer at a reduced rental 


of leases. — Apply to Messrs. Tuurcoop & Masm, 
Lonsdale-cham 27, Chancery-lane, 


CsPrrat City Offic-s to be L +, ‘from $i 
to £40.—Szarie & Hayes, , Paternoster House, BC EC 


FALEXANDER & ~SHEPHEAR), 


LimiTeD, 








PRINTERS, 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


PaguiamEntTany Bitis, Minutes or Evipenox, Booxs o 
RereRgence, STATEMENTS OF CLaim, Answers, &c., &. 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES 
NEWSPAPERS, 

And all General and Commercial Work 
Every description of Printing. 


Printers of 7HZ SOSTET ORS JOURNAL 
and WEEKLY REPORT 


NORWIGH STREBT, PEPTER LANE, LoNou, Ke 


8. FISHER, 188, Strand 





